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SYSTEMATIC CURRICULUM AND PROGRAM 
DEVELOPMENT ^C 6 PD) AT SAINT JOHN'S UhllVERSITY 
AN EVALUATION REPORT - 



Several yedrs'ago Satnt John's University b'ec^me eager to develop 
a systematic approach to ourrlculum and £rogr9m development (CS PD) 
which would t In an ongo^lng manner, tap the entire University community 
for currlcular and program Ideas to meet the needs of changing times. 
We feel 'that the stresses, both Internal and external » placed on today's 
liberal arts college demand a -coherent response from the college If the 
college Is to survive/ We must have the capabi 1 1 ty of developing hew 
programs and Improving existing programs within today's Inflationary 
economy and steady st^te enrollment characteristics. , 

' o'. AfteY iBxamlnlng major existing models for advancing currlcular 
change^ In higher education, we found the two most traditional models to 
be unacceptable. The first, an ad hoc , unsystematic currlculary^QVotvement 
tends to be, sporadic and suggests reaction more than con 1 1 nuou|l)l()1annlng 
and action. The second, a major overhaul every ten or twelve 'jffiQrSt may 



f ' 



be even less desirable^ for the challenges facing higher edu(|a||[on do riot 
coihe In such cycles. Neither model provides any assurances Wfth respect 
CO quality control or evaluation o^ Its product. j 



Our C S PO Program provides the vehicle' fpr advancing ^ufrlcular 

and program Improvement at Saint John's University. .Our appiroach Is 

■ ■ ■ ' ., ■ ^- ... / - - , ■ f ■ * 

sbmewhat analagous to the research and development function In many advanced 
Industrial corporations and In a few major universities. The C S PD 
program has been expending $100,000 per year to fact 1 1 tate educational 
development orv the carnpus. Initiation of the program has been made 
posisi Me through grants from the Ober and Butler Charitably Foundations./ 



The program will continue to operate at this $100,000 per year level of 
funding for three more years. Then, bur plan Is to continue funding, the 
program at the level of approximately 5? of the atademic salary budget.^ 
Thus, the^ program for educational developnjpnt » Instructional program 
development and currlcul.ar change should become sel f-suistalnlng. 

This report will briefly summarize C & PD activities to date. It wilt 
then .present the findings of a'recently conducted, evaluation of the C & PD 
program and Its over-al K Impact on Saint John's. It wil l conclude by 
discussing our future directions with the. program. 



THE C $ PD> PROGRAM 



The C & PD Program Is an edilfutlonal development *prog ram. Faculty 




members — either singly' or In qrldh^ys — prepare propoisal s ^or projects or 
programs they would 1 Ike to conduct.. Each project or program must be 
related to InstructPonal activities and/or the Instructional mission of 

the unlyerslty. Each project must have provisions for evaluation. Each 

•■ ■ ' ' \'-'* - 

project or prog r;^m must have tl'e capability of becoming si^lf -sustaining If 

successful. Programs may be fjjnded for one, two or three ^ars. 

The propbs^ls are reyiewec by the Academic Affairs Advl\ory Committee — 

a group partly elected, partly ^appointed which has faculty, staff and 

student representatives. The AAAC makes fundin^declslons— bo\h. the 

decision of which proposals areHo be funded and the level at wmch each Is 

to be funded. The program J s ad|nlnlstered through the office of Vhe 

Acad em l,c Vice President by an apj^olnted Coordinator of the C & PD program. 

/ ■ ' i ' ^ ■ 

Specific details about the program are^perhaps best given In tl)e following 



guidelines for the C G PD Program which have recently been distributed 

to faculty as they arc preparing proposals for 1976-77 funding :„ ^ ' 

Guidelines for- C & PD Fund tng - 1976-77 7' 
The essence of the C S PD Program Is to enable the unlvejrslty to respond to 
new curriculum and Program proposals as promptly as posslblfe. The. program 
can fund educational deyelopment proposals which aim to Improve academic 
.(quality and/or to Increase productivity In the teaching-learning process* 
Two major goals of the program are: ' ^ 

1. ) to support Innovative or new programs which have 'potential promise 

for the University and / 

2. ) to encourage relevant and responsible experimentation/ In liberal 

studies oriented educati^n^ ^ / 

For 1976-77 funding consideration the following specific details apply: 
' ■ . , ■ . ' ■ ^ 

1. A^C S PD Grant Appl Icatlon form must be submitted to the Academic Vice 
President's office by March 10, /1976. Completion 'of the application form 
replaces the writing of a proposal. Appl Icatlon forms are available from 
Fr.Gunther's office and from ^Ichal, bl ark's of flee. (S. L. ' 213-B) 

* ' 

^ 2. Appl Icants*^ are encouraged to read "The Guide for Writing Proposals** avail- 
able from Lee Hanley In the Communications of f ICe (Q1^9) . Helpful proposal 
writing resources are>avallable In the Co)mmuni cat Ions offJce(Q1^9) and the 
C S PD Coord 1 nia tor's office (S.L. 213-B)^6r your use. 

Projects may be supported by C S PD funds for 1, 2 and 3 years. If you 
request multiple year funding, your application form should describe first 
year actjvities In detail and It should also outl Ine second and third 
year budgets. ]t 

Funding decls Ions wi 1 1 be made by the Academic AVfairs Advisory Council. 
The AAAC will selecrt projects to be funded and will make decisfdns on 
\ the total funding for eaj:h funded project;, 

\ ' • ^ \ ■ ' ■ ' \. ' ' ' . \ ■ 

5. The Academic Vice) President wl 1 1 announce the awarding of funds by mid-Apr 11 
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the followlfig criteria will -be considered by AAAC in /reaching funding 
decisions: , ^ 

^.) The project must address some educational ly relevant ^need; 

/b.) The projeti must be capable of bec;omlng self-sustaining after 

/ C S PD funding of It has termln<^ted; 



c. ) The project must be fKnovatlve or experimental (It need not be so 
' In an absolute sense, bur It should be step forward In the 

* proposed area on our campus.); ' ^ # 

d. ) Projects which relate to some aspect of the University's develop- 

ing liberal studfes program will be given top priority; 

^ ej 'Projects which contribute to systerpat Ic development of a promising 

program will be given priori ty; 

f.) Appl I cat I on forms should be as speclflc'as posslbl^e in describing 
. ^ the proposed project. Its Implementation and Its evaluation. ^ 

7. The follbwijig Information Is relevant to your project's budget: . 

^a*) Faculty are |JaId $t,000 per month, for summer work (TMs figure 
cbuld be revised, but such j^eylslon would have to be made by 
' AAAC.); ; ' ^ ' ' ^ ^ 

* b.) Other personnel ^ are to be budgeted at current rates; 
cw) YoM should be realistic In your budgeting; / 

;d.) Once AAAC/ has negotiated your total project budget, the project 
^ director can revise ihe budget (remaining within the project total) 
to gs sure the most naff ect lye use of funds. 

More specific details "^df the C 6 PD, program are described In the next section. 



BRIEF HISTORY OF THE PROGRAM 

^1 ,- 

, A proposal requesting /undstd start the C 6 PD program was prepared by 
Dr. O.W. Perlmutter, then Academic Vice President at Saint John'^s, and sub-^ 
mitted to the'Ober Charitable Foundation In March of 1973. Funding was 
secured lii late l'973. The Ober Foundation !yS-l>rovldIng (funding for the first 
five years of C £ PD actlvltf. Their cont/lbutlpn provided 50% of the PD 
Program funds for the first year and \0? (for the second year. The^fer funds, 
will continue for three more years on a ilml lar ly <^ecreasjng bas Is . The JJutler 
Charitable Foundation has also provided fVjnds "for the ?lrst t^^ 
tKe program and will continue "to support ItH^r-^ next three years also. 
Saint John's University has provided the remainder of _the protj ram's funds. 
This funding pattern Is resulting In the University's share of the funding 




rcsponslbJUty tncreasffig eacih year ifntll tn the sixth y^r, the C 6 PD 
program.wfll be 100?; Un f vers i ty funded. The external funding has made ft 
possible for the unTve^s^lty to assume th|^ cost of the program In a way which Is 
much mo r^^ affordable and more In line with university budgeting procedures than 
s Imply addlngy^costly new program to the university budget. * ^ 

' In th^^prlng of 197^ the university xbmmunlty was Informed of the C &^^D 
Prograpts ac,tual> existence a nd/4>rop^5?r4^-we re sal IcI ted fro th§ faculty. A 



to^l pf thirteen proposals |Uere received. The funded nine of them.- 



/^ppendlx A describes the projects and progranis which were funded for the 19|**7f5 
^ year and the level at which theLwere funded. T^e program was being admlnj 
tcrcd by Dr/ O.W. Perlmut'terXthe/ Academic Vice President. Work on the Individ- 
ual \proJects and programs began during the ' summer of 197^- ^--^/^ 

nso» during the 1p7^*75 school year Saint John's University attempted 
tc/jnitlate a Learning Resources Center(LRC). Dr. Perlmutter's admlnlstra/ 



Uve plan for the C S PD Program called for the LRC to monitor the progress / 

■ ' ' /' ■• • • ' 7 / / 

of the Individual G S PO projects and report the^findlngs to Kls off ice and ^ /. 



the AAAC. the plan was sound. Unfortunately, the LRC nevejr^ea^Ry got off of 
the ground. Even more unfortunately, Dr. Perlmutter was stricken with a ^ 
terminal Illness. A period of confusion with regard to C £ PD administration 
resul ted. 

By March of 1975, Fr. Gunther Rolf son, O.S.B., was appointed act I ng ^Academic 
Vice President, ^d he appointed Dr. ^Michal Clark to coordinate the C S^PD 
program. At this point , /three pf the nine 197^-75 C S PD prdjeots had not 
really begun. It was decided to poswone the start of^t];ie Internatlonaf 
J Administration Program for one ye%r and to scrap the Program/<^f Administration 
and th6 Benedictine Studies Project .entlre|y<^ ft was aTso defclded that funds 
original Ty committed to these projec^s^hould be real located' to projects 7 
which could be completed on/of>^ar6out September ^^T^STS^^^^ as proposals * 
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were sol icl ted f rom the facul ty. better than $130. Ot)0 of funds were available 
/disbursement. These funds went to support proposals In two categories: 
$-30,000 for Iriter-im projects from reallocated funds; and about $100^000 
for 1975-76 projects. 

As a consequence of our diff Tcul tles^ln sjtartlng up and administering a 
smoothly operating educational development program, we fe\l t- that In the Spring 
of 1975 the C & PD Program was suffering from ^^/lack of fSculty confldience. 




Consequently, the program director with support from the Academic Vice 
President c^nd the AAAC decided that the programatlc and self-suf f Iclencyy 
aspects of the guidel ines should be Interpreted somewhat l iberally fc^, the 
Impending round^of proposal review ^nd funding. Th'Ts"" dec Is Ion resulted In 
a large number of small, not overly progHama^Ic, but, nonetheless,^ promising 
proposals to be funded. The AAAQ received 32 proposals foj/cons I deration 
for Interim and 1975-76 funding. Decisions were made, tc/fund 22 of these' 
proposals. Appendix A presents descriptions of the trUerIm projects which 
were funded an< of the 1975-76 projects which were/funded. J 

feel as though, the laxity In our appl I cation ^f our guidelj^nes paid 
off. As a result of the funding decisions made In 1975, a fapXarger propor- 
tion of Qur faculty became directly involved in C ,6 PD projects. As of now, 
at feast 26 different faculty members have Worked on C & PD projects. 
The fol lowing evaluation results will add support to demonstrate that be 
Fall,. 1975, the C & fi^^D Prc^ram was viewed positively by the faculty. 

As <?f this date. jail 1975-76 projects have either b^en comjSleted or 
are making progress toward the achievement of their oblectives. V/e are^nce 
again at the point of soJ Ici ting proposals frqm faculty. During April, 
1976-77 funding .dec Is Ions wIH be made and ;announcedy These decis Ions Wl 1 1 
reflect a return to more programatlc apdCpotentlianY self-sustaining projec 



We are taking' the flndWgs of last fall.^s evaJcfatlon e/^orts seriously. ♦ 
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Specif Ic .and anticipated changes to be made a^ a result of .the evaluatfon 
data wiil be discussed In the Conclusion section of this report. 

At this point / It seems reasonable ta list some of the concrete benefits 

which have been accrued from C S PD projects 'during the first two years 

I. -• ■ \ . . ' • . ..' ' ■ • • ■■■ * ^ ■ 

of the progrprnV While this list Is neither exhaustive nor comprehensive, . 

It does Iridi|cate some true! improvements In university instruct ional/ programs 
as a direct result of C & Pi) activity. , : . . 

The. project dealing with systematic fmprbvement of Introductory biology 
instruction has definitely i)|iproved laboratory instruction in the introductory 
course for all students who t\ake that course. -In 197^-75 we founds that students 
who were In the ''experimentarV laboratory section did statistically signifl- 
cantly better fn both laboratory and lecture-related tests in 'the bourse. The ^ 
st;udents^^1>^ experimental laVCdievelopment of which Is a C & PD project) 
performed on an average of %% better in lab and lecture work than those In 
the traditionaT lab sections. For 1975-76' the n^w lab was Implementejd for; 
the entire course—about, 380 students. We are finding that this yea/Vs students 
ar^ ai r performing about a^^^^^ level of last years •*experimeritar' group. 
TtuTsT the C & PD prefect has r-esulted in a significantly, improved instruc- 
tional experlenc^ It is also worth noting that the stiaff of this project \ 
have now developeci their own lab manual which is used in the course and intend 
to publish appropriate professional papers describing their developmental 
work\^and its results. ^ \- \ 

The research projects in !fleld mology have provided s^veraJ students wlth^ 
truly excfting field research experiences. These under-gradusite^rese^rcK efforts 
have resulted in . sets of pgbl lshable data. Most noteworthy about this project 
Is that after a successful C S PD funding experience,. It has received funding 
from the National Science Fourr^tion. 

the Program of International Administration has started. Saint John's 
(Jnlverslty now offers this program to students who are Interested In careert 
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with International buj^ness concerns. It Is too eai4y to ^ssess the program's 
impact, 'but ft do^s /4xl5t and h^s sev^ral^exclted students participating In 



It. This proq/am*\^'^ existance Is entirely due to C 6 PD support 

■/...-// / ^ ' . ^ 

The projectTpn American Social Responsi bll Ity resulted In the offering of 

a progr^ entitled "Imaged of M^frl during bur i976 January term. The 

"Imagfes of Han*' course was-^disarly the highlight of- the interim term. The . 

cq^se was evaluated In deta M . and shows tremendous promise fp^ the future."^ 

It Is worth noting that development of Intel lectual 1y exciting Interim courses 

Is a major^^pj;^bl^ our campus, and this C S PD supported effort represents a 

maj'br step forward. 

Another project allowed the History Department to develop a si ide 1 ibrary 

' " ■ / • ■ - ■ ■ ' • • - . ■ ■ • • • " 

so that visual materials could more readily be incorporated fnto their courses. 

The slide library how contalras over 1,000 catalogued slides, ^very teacher ' 



in the department has made a commitment to continue enlarglngf their library^ 

*^ The project on rural ministry hais already resulted In one course (another 

' ■ ' '■ ■ ■ ' -^ * ■ / / / : ■ y 



may be forthcoming) being added, to the curriculum. /This /course relates to 
emplrlcallY established needs yOf rural clergy. The/course I s, quite cons i's- 
tant wi,th devefopmen^ of an^e^ for some students In 

the^^school of dlvVrff^ ' ' /; 

Aftel^^Ormountlng some^ u^^ difflcuUies the/ 



project which Is acquiring videotapes for^he Foreign Language Department is 
-resulting in ^ significant Instructional resource. Under C £ PD funding the 
project has begun, to acquire a variety of/educational "and^popular network 
television show videotapes* in the Germa^i^lan^guage. The department Is suf- 



f IcientJ 



(ipressed with the benefits to Instruction that they have already 



begun make arrangements to get tapes In Spanish and French also. This 
project/is more than simply an acquisition 6f materials In that it also has^ 
supported the Integration o/^the use of the ta^s Into courses. . 



The projects to Improve the teaching of the history of mathematics have 
resulted In the development of a series of *'guided reading" mini-courses. 
Several students take these mini -courses each Semester*. Without the C S PD 
developed mlnlrcburses, this area of study would not 4)e avalldble to our students* 
— -- The project to Improve elementary "splenc« methods has resul ted In . . 
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substantial Improvement In a^ regularly offefted course. The course has T)een 
moc|ernIzed to |llow more Indlvtdualjzat loiviSnd to provide a curriculum more 
appropriate for elementary education l^irg^ As a result of this C & PD 
project, our elementary education students! ari^N^Ing better prepared to 
.teach scljcnce. 

The projects on the computer have resulted In readi ly avaf lable access / 
, to a computer system for our students.. Without this C S PD funded project 
we would be unable to. provide p^r students with the amount of or the quality^ 
of computer access which they have.. Any Saint John's student now has ample 
r . oppartnjnl ty to learn how to use a compute# and adequate access to be able to^ 
use the computer as a learning and problem solving tool. 

' The project on Religious Educatlibn has produced a 1 1st of competencies^ 

which are aimed at helping any person involved In youth ministry, adult/ educ^^ 
- tidn, classroom rel Igion teaching or other aspects of faith developme^. 

These competence statements have affected^veral courses on compus^ ,xMore / 

np^tabry, the list I3 being .Incorporated Into the Nat lonal Cathechetlcafl .y' 

* / / ^ 

Directory, an official document of the U.S. Catholic Conference wh if h. contains 
norms and guidelines for al 1\ aspects of reaching religion. 

We thinly that these pcsul ts from C S PD projects have a 1 ready/had a 
positive impact on Saint John's, and that th'ey are Indicative of the C 6 PD 
Program producing significant positive effects for 'the university as a whple« 
However the ^question of a program's impact requlj^s a more compTex^nsw^ 
than a simple 1 1stihgvof some actruedfbenef Its* As a consequence of the 
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desire to assess, the program's overall Impact and the requirements of the. 
funding agr^eement with the Ob^r ^oundat Ion tp do so, In the Fall, 1975 we 
conducted a tprmat^^ evaluatlpn study of the C e PD Program. It-my^t 
be noted that his evaluation focused on the program as a whole and dld^ not 

attempt to assess r^sul;ts or Impacts of Individual projects 

. .. . . 0^ , ■ ■ 

•^ V- j^. ■ ^ ' • ' '. * • ■, ■ ' . 

EVALUATION PLAN ^ 

■ • * * . .■ • ■ • . * ■ ■. ' 

^ A formative eva lotion of t^je, C € PD Program was conduftted'^In the Fall, 

This evaluation focuses on the* Impact of the C £ PD;;Progran] on the unlverst 
ft specif Icalfly did not emphasize evaluating Indlvlduaf^'projects even though 
some Information about tbe'^var^ous prpjetrts may be gat^red. ' ^ 

- The evaluation had two major goals: i, 

■ ■ •'' -^^^ ■ ■ " ' • " • ■ 

1./ To assess the status of the C 6 PD Prpgraffl^ the Impact 

1* \ . which the progtram Is having, and the sign^^ccmce of the 

, program the uh I ve^suty. 

^ 2. To suggesi rev i s Ions , '*So'd 1 f Icat ions , aimcndii[p>ts , etc . to - 

; V : the*C,& PD Program and Its related. proc6du»«^s so as^ to 

■ maxlinize Impact- and slgnl^itanc^^ 

; r *^ the;next five years.. . 

The results of the evaluation ape to.be used for both Immediate and long^" 
range planning pufpqses. The tactics of the evaluatlpn are presented below. 
The f indljigs are discussed in the next sectl6n. ^ Our IrhmedV^e^ reactions and .''^ 
uses of the data iape described in the concluding 'Section of this report. 

There were three major components to the e\^1uati'on: l) br Ing ing In" a \^ 
^^^jt$^m of evaluation consultants; 2) collecting diata on campus awareness, 
knowledge* and pcjrceptlons of the C\6 PD Program; and 3) examining evaluative 
data on Individual projects In the context of the program as a "whole. The bas f 

strategy for th^ evaluation was for the C 6 PD Program staff to gather much of 

■ • • • , ^ . • y / ' " , , ■ ■ " ■ - ^ * 

the InfprmatJon required for components 2 #^nd 3 and make that InforqjatJ^on 
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available to the evaluation team. Then, we were relying upon the expertise 
of the evaluation teatr^ to place thqt -Irformatlon Into perspect Ive wfth- respect 
to the entire program. 

The evaluation team consisted of three Individuals who have had experience 
with C 6 PD related programs and who have worked as evaluation consultants 
previously. Gordon Kingston administers a large .facul ty grants for educational 
development purposes program at a major university. He recently has gone 
through a thorough evaluation of his own program. Bernard Luskin has run a 
similarly oriented program for over seven years at his Institution. He also 
directs planning and educational development there. He has an established 
record of successful evaluation consulting experiences. Wl 1 1 lam H|ckey Is the 
academic vice president of a liberal arts college. He has had a virlety of 
educational development experiences and he, knows the perspective of a Vine 
administrator In a Catholic liberal ^arts college well. Each of the evaluators 
were also extremely perceptive and articulate Individuals. We expected the . 
team „to assess the status of our current program and suggest modifications, 
and future courses of actWn. 

The evaluation teartf received a thorough wr I tten descr Ipt Ion of the C R PD ' 
program about two weeks prior to their mid-October visit to the campus. After 
they had the opportunity to review the materials, they were asked If they 
needed further Information before coming to the campus. , Their requests were 
answered and they Indicated persons they wished to Interview when thfty came 
to the campus. They spent two days on campus at which time they had access 
to al 1 Information they requested. 
! The evaluation team met with.the following people: the. Academic Vice 
President, the. VIcg President for Development, the Director of Communications 
(who also coordinates grant writing)," the Coordinator of the C 6 PD Program, 
fifteen faculty members who have worked ort C 6 PD projects, representatives 

■ ■ '•14 ■ . .. / ■ , ■ - 



from > the AAAC, several students who have been affected by C 6 PO proj&cts, 
several raciilty and staff members who have not worked bn C 6 PD plrojccts and 



the President's assistant. Fr. Michael Blocker, O.S.8., 'the Pres!den,t, wqs 111 
and could not neet with, the team.. Jhey did communicate with one anot;her <after 
the campus J\%\t. Thus« It deems reasonable to say that they evaluation team ^ 
received considerable Input In its two day visit. 

After the campus visit, each consul tapt drafti^ a report directed ^oward the, 
evaluative goals-—one"part assjesslng C S PD current status and Impact. and a*. / 
second part reflecting on modtf icatlons and future dlrectlt)ns. These f*eports 
provided formal evaluative feedback to the program, to the u/lverslty, and 
now to the foundation. Informal feedback has occurred In a variety of x 
meetings and conversations. 

The second component of the evaluation em^lqyed a' quest lonnaire to 
collect Information on faculty and academic administration awareness, knowledge, 
and percieptlons of the C S PD program. We employed , a questionnaire developed; 
by the 'Center for Educational Development at , the University of iMlnnesota as 
a model. The questionnaire had two parts: one to be completed by all' faculty 
and ^ second to be completed only by project participants. Appendix B contains 
copies of the questionnaire. The data from the questionnaire were collated 
and tabulated prior to the evaluation team's visit. Ttie team members were 
given, copies of the responses prl6r to their campus visit. 

' The third component of the evaluation consisted of articulating Informatfcm 
and evaluative data from each C ^ PD funded project: These data werie also 
given ta,.^t^ evaluation tea'm prior to the campus visit. The comments about 
^specific projects In the previous section have come from these data. 



EVALUATION RESULTS ^ , 
There are two major sets of results to obr C & JPD Program evaluation. 



First, th6 flndih^^ of the evaluation, team ai*ie considered. Secc}nd,/the finxJlngs 
ftom tKi ^questionnaire are presented. 

'There are two parts totlie evaluation team's, bindings. Fir >t, their Qbser^ 
vatfons about and reactions to jfche program are summarized. TheT^^^thelr recom- 
mendations are summarized. * The re^torts containing reactions and7re<iommend^t fons 
from each'of the tHree evalua'tors are attached as Appendix C. /The summarle^ 
oiF react Ions and Vecommendat tons are presented here as lists. |^The Interested 
Veadeh can gain ^ far better under^standlng of the. findings by/reading the 
appended reports'" f rom the Individual evaluators* • / 

/ ' ' ■■ " ' * ' i r 

^Jembers of th^ evaluation team tended to share the following reactions: 

, *1 . TheKe Is a pos l,t I ve commitment from the Un Ivers I ty^/eadersht*p to the 
^ .:'\\' notion of plar^ned, systematic educat tonal, change; | ' 

r;2.N' There Is a high degree of support frpm the faculty Lnd administration 
ifpr contlnuatlcm of the program; ' . 

.^3. There has been positive leadership exercised to date In the adminlstra* 
• tlon of the program; however, the program does not receive the degree 

of administration It needs." More time for management of the program 
needs tOv be made avai lable; - * ^ ' ^, 

4. There Is administrative' commitment to fol low through with the program 

^ and commit the needed university , funds to It; ^ » i ' 

5. ,4The>e Is a high d^ree of f acul ty ^fiwareness of the program. There 

1^ • Is a great deal of^faculty involvemefit In the program.. Hav,'ever, many 
facujty seem vague in uijderstanding program guidelines and policies; 

6. V Individual projects' seem wel 1 conceived, well managed and of surprisingly 
* , uniform higt? quality; I 

■■•1 . ' ' ' ' ' ■ J • ■ • 

> 7. 'Informed students seem very positive about the program's potential. 

8. Tliere are a variety of communications problems concerning the university's 
comiTRltment to the program and concerning guidelines and requlren^hts 

of the program; - » , 

9. The AAAC is definitely Intended to play a major role in deciding' funding 
patterns^^>aT>^d -pract ices ; ^ 

10. There seems to be a lack of, sufficient structure and direction especially 
with respect to prbgramatic decflsion making. • 

In summary the C S PO Program has been highly successful In Its first year 

of operation. Enthusiasm for the program is high. Benefits from the program /? C 



are real. The program Is producing a positive Impact on the university. ; However, 
certaKn '^^expected*- problems musfbe dealt with In the n^ar future, ^ These pl^oblems 
are'blctter specif teXi l^y considering the evaluation team's recommendations.' 

' The evaluation teapt felt that certain actions need'to be taken with the 
program. As these actions are taken, the program should become even stronger' 
and have a greater /Impact on the university. The fallowlnc^ list summarizes 
the team's recommendations: 

A. Increased program management ^ ^ * . 

1. Clarification of the role and responsibilities of th^ Coordinator; 

2. Clarification of the relationships between the C & PD program and 
university development efforts; and the relationship of the 
Coordinator to that relationship; * ^ * 



3. Definition of the relationship of the Coordinator to a program * 
pel Icy group (see B) , to the Academic Vice President and to' the 
President; ' 

, ■ • ' ' ■ * • , 

k. Identif l<|atlon of a person to assume the role of Coordlnatpr ; / 
by June 1 . ^ * 

* . " « -" 

Better definition and refinement of pol Icy and gullet Ines V/hlch govern 
the progrc(m / \ 

\} . Strengthened Involvement of the AAAC or a f acul ty commi ttee empowered 
to carry out these tasks; 

2. Identification of Unlverslty-wlde themes to add coherence tjS) 
funding patterns; ' ^ 

3. Precise specifications of funding selection criteria; 

'4. Specification of project evaluation obligations an4 criteria; 

5» Specification of. criteria for continuation and/txr refunding of 

Individual projects; 

- '. • „, . . \ . 

6. Establishing 2-5 io as to maximize faculty Involvement but 

not at jcost of diluting programatic efforts; ' 

Clarification of pertinent decision making processess; 

' ^» ■ ■ . ■ 

8. Appropriate jn'-^ouse publ Iclzing of resulting documents, policies, 
guidelines, etc. ' , ^ 



C. Imprp^^emcnt of operations* of program(from Cobrdln^tor's office) 

1. Adopt a project appl Jcatlon forcn which takes the place of 
the proposal ; 

2. Assistance 1h development of project appUcattqn from the 
Development Office and ^hc Coord Inator '^s Office; 

3. ' More extensive use by the projects of resource persons and 

expertise available on Campus. 

D. Clarification of University commitment to the C & PO program 
(from appropriate administrative offices) y- 

1. Establish a financial plan for assuming continuation of the. 
program; , - J 

!. Publicize commitment to the program artd Its continuation;^ 

Assist successful projects In becoming self-sustaining - 

E. Publish 

1 . On-campus 

a. "State of Program*/ reports 




b. Descrlptjpns^^f Ihjdivldua^l projects . 

reports of 



Off-campus 

a. Program as a whole / 

b. ^ Assist faculty In pub If sh I ng rfepo 



successfu^K'proj ects 



F. ..Consider changing name of program to a 4n6re g^pnerlc, descrl.pt I ve title 



The second part of the evaluation ffndlngb concern responses to the quest! 



naire which we sent to atl faculty. The questionnaire was sent under d cover 



letter from the Academic v/ce President. It was sent to all facuVty and 
academic administrators/ /Faculty who had not worked on a C & PO project 
received a brief form./ Those who had wor^ced on a^'project received a much 

^ ■■ ^ ) ■ ■ . , ■/ • ; - ■ ^ ■ 

lohger questionnaire. Both questionnaires are Included In Appendix B. The 
results are summarized here/ A^detalTed Response tabulation Is Included In 
Appendix B.\ ^ 4^ . ' * 

iThe first finding from the questlotjinalre was that a high proportion of 
facurtY-,,«H3 adtrilnlst^ are aware of th^ program. Of those who had never 

%iprked on a C C PO oroject, SB% returned jtheir questionnaires. Only 5% 



had never heard of the progfam. ^6% felt they* did not fully understand 
the, program. The other felt they had a reasonable understanding of 
the program.' Of those faculty wHo have ne^/cr submitted a proposal; the 

' • . ' ■ , • ■ ■ V"^- • ^ ■ 

single. most Important reaS^on fbr non-submlsiloh was that they did not have 
enough time to do so. \ 

, The'maJorIty(5'»%) of all respondents fel^hat ''the Q S PD Program Is 
more Important than ever to help malhtain the vltaTlty of Unlvcfstty programsY 



impo 

through renewal and Innovation." All were asked to rate their agreement 
with the three major ^purposes of the program^andf the current effectiveness 
of the program In addressing each purpose, ihese. results are summarf-zed 
below: ! ' 



Purpose 



1. University Responsibility 
Educational Improvement 

2. Assure all university units 
of available development 
recourses 

' ■ ' ' 

3. Provide for planned, System- 
atic , qpen procedure for 
educatlona) development 



Agreement 
Non- Partlc- 
Participants Ipants 



A. 31 



V 



k,63 . i 3.59 



Effectiveness 
Hon-Part-' Partfc 
clpants Ipants 

3.80' 



3.87 




2,7^ 



3.53 



These results present mean responses on ^ five point scaleCA-riesponse of 5 

Indlcates;"str,ong1y agree" or "very effective".) These results show very 

High agreement of all faculty with the program's purposes. All faculty 

were le$s positive with respect to the program's effectiveness In actHleytng 

these ^)urposes. However, the responses did tend toward ''effective/^ The : 

most interesting aspect of these data Is the result that people who have 

wbrked on a C & PD project see the program as being significantly more 

■ - . ' ' ■ . 

effective In achieving the third purpose than those who have not worked o^rT^" 

project. • 19 ••' 



i'^he rernainder of the quest lonna I re resul ts are only from those who have 
on a p?r6ject. The following three factors were rated as being most 
int In suggest I nig a need for educational development: 
, ;Change or Improvement In Instructional technology; > 
Changes In departmental procedure of emphasis; 
Increased enrol Iment. " ' 

The following three factors weire rated as Important In Influencing 
thinking regarding the C & PD project: 

' 1 . Dfscu^Vlens with discipline-related colleagues; "^1^ 
^ 2, Discussjons ^ th students; 

3. An article In a disclpl Ine related journal . 
. The fol lowing three factors were^ ratied as Important In stimulating 
I application for a C & PD project: i^ 

1. Stimulation by the announcement of C & PD fund avallabi 1 Ity; 

2. jLack of available money from re|^lar departmental resources ; 

3. Encouragement by administrators. 

these three areSs of results show the factors which have been SWmu- 
lating C & PU project development. 

ij^'^he majority of project participant respondents (70?) fel t that the 
C & PD grant had no effect on' their standing within their" departments. A 
[great majority of respondents felt that the result^ of tfielr development 
efforts were being used. A surprising number(A4?) felt that their conception 
of education had chanjged. Respondents felt as though the^rbbabll Ity, of |^ 
getting, their projects funded through ojher sou rcei5 would hot have been too 

The majo^ I Imitations In the findings of this questionnaire are: 1) 
' ', ■ • ' * ' ■/ ■ ^ ■ • . 

Only n% of the respondents had completed the developmental aspects of their 

'projects;- and 2) Many respondents felt that It was really too early In the 

• ' \ I B . . . 

Ilfc^'of the program for a major evaluation ef\^rt. . 
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In summary, the questionnaire results Indicate that there Is a high degree 

' ■ , ' (I ■ 

af awareness of the program. Faculty strongly approve of the purposes of the 

program. The program Is seen as being moderately effective, but there Is 

definite room for Improvement . those faculty who have worked on C S PD 

' projects feel that their efforts have been worthwhile and In fact feel quite 

positive about the program. 

CONCLUSIONS , 

The two major conclusions we have reached are: 1) the C S PP Program 
Is having an Impact on Saint John's University; j3ncl 2) the evaluation study 
has been helpful to us InN(naklng decisions about the C S PD program. 

A|l of the evidence presented. In this report Indicates that the C S PD 
Program Is Impacting the unlv<»rslty. Currlcular change Is occurring on a 
regular basl^. Many fapCiUy are Involved Jn these clianges. Most of -the 
C & PD supported changes seem to be wbrthwhl le. We have developed a 
program which should prove extremely successful In both anticipating the 
future and adjusting to Its demands. y ^ 

We |iave already Ijegu^^ responding to^he evaluation teairi's recommendations.. 
The Academic Vice President Is cons'^id^lng Increas Ing the amount of time made 
available for admin Tstcrlng th^-^ogram. The Vice-President for Development 
and the Director of Gommur^lcatlons have expressed a strong wl 1 1 Ingness to work 
closely with the C & Program and Its coordinator. 

At a^intffe specific level funding application procedures for 1976-77 have 
been /odlf led and clarified. Faculty now complete an appl Icatlon form requesting 
det^led Information from them rather than the previous somewhat vague proposal 
preparation process. Assistance in completing the application process Is 
available from the Development Office and from the C S PD Coordinator. More 



rib 



detailed guidelines for the program were distributed. This appl Icat Jon proce 
should facilitate a more knowledqable, detailed review process by the AAAC. 
Forms and documents used In this years application process are attl^ched Mn 
Appendix D. . ^ , ^ / 

The AAAC 's Subcommittee on Curriculum Development beginning a thorough 

. ■ ■ ' ■ . >f .. • • . 

review of the Rrogram, That group will then be charged with/recommend I hg a . 

long range plan for the C & PD Progl^, . - Such a long rahg^ plan would ultimately 

go to the faculty for approval • This long range placing process should * 

assist In adding specific programatlc foci to the program. 

■ ^ ■ . ■ r ■ ' . ■ - ' / ^ _ ■ ■ , . \ y ' ' ■-, '. 

We feel that the changes ajready made to our program and those that will 

result from work stimulated by the evalua^fon study will defl^^ltel^ Improve 

■ " -v ' ■ ■■ / - ^ ■ / . : 

the C & PD Program. We are really quj,te e>;crted about tf)^ program. Its 

successes and the directions which.^e anticipate that It might take. We feel 

that successful currlcular planning and educational development programs occur 

I ■ - • . ^ - 

y ' ''\ , . ■ • - ■ . ' - 

Infrequently in smal 1 , 1 Iberal arts colleges. We 'are pleased that our program 
Is as successful as Lt^as been. 

In fact, we feel that in the coming decade the C S PD Program might well 
prove to be the difference between, excellence and stagnation, between sur^rjvjpl 
and decay. We would kfi most pleased at the opportunity to aid other col 1 eges 
In meeting the future. 
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CURRICULUM AND PROGRAM DEVELOPMENt ACTIUITIES 
SAINT JOHN'S UNIVERSfTY , 
CGLLEGEVILLE, MINNESOTA 



PROJECTS FOR THE 197^-75 YEAR: 



NOTE ; These projects were started during the summer of 197^ 
and are scheduled for completlorf during this summer. 



1. INTERNATIONAL-ADMINISTRAybN* 

Program Director— JoseplyFriedrich 



This program had .as i€s goal to provide specific 
technical knowledge^nd skills necessary for 
overseas employme^ or domestic employment with 
firms having oyerseas offices. 

PROGRAM OrXDMINISTRATION^^ 
Program^JDirector— Joseph friedr I ch 

ThiX^program wafs a general program of which the- ^ 
>i1 te r na 1 1 ona*l Adm i n i s ^ ra t ion wa s one ' p a r t . ' 
was Interdisciplinary, including several depart- 
ments already in existence at Saint John's. . Its 



% 19,500 




$.;^.600 



goal was to provide specific technical knowledge 
and skills necessaryyfqr employment |n public and 

p r I val^^'s^ctx) r s , 



^BEfiEDICTINE STUDIES* 
Program Director — Otmar Drekonja 

This program was to establish a study sequence 
which would highlight the tradition of Benedictine 
fiife throughout the last 1500 years, create an 
awareness of a sense for historical perspective, 

and understand the ora et labora principle. 

— ^ . .. ■ 

IMPROVEMENT OF EtEMENTARY SCIENCE METHODS 
Program Director — Sister Margaret Kemp 



$ 8.766 




^h ls*program provided experiences wl^h new 
science curricula (I .e. ESS, SCIS, and SAPA) ; 
presented science conce|i)ts in a manner th^t 
allowed |he students to allude to thk primes s 
^ Involved; al lowed individual ized ins|tructiyn 
' whiph was self-paced and performance-based; and 
ut/lj lzed a series of modules for leajrning Irv. the 
^reas of physical, biQtoglcal, ahd ddrth sciences^ 
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5i IMPRdVEMENT OF THE HISTORY OF MATHEMATICS $ 1,500 

Program Director— Gerald Lehz 

This program was to establish one-credit history 
of mathematics courses which would be taken 
simultaneously with almost any course in the 
mathematics curriculum. These one-credit courses 
would be "independent'* studies, using "reading 
guides" and material^ which had been prepared in V 

each of the subject areji(s. 

^ . f ■ . • - ■ , . ■ , 

6. SYSTEMAtiC IMPROVEMENT OF BIOLOGY III LABORATORY , V 
^ INSTRUCTION ^ : r $ U,l60 

Program Directors — Sister Dunstan Plantenberg, 
Sister Mary Grell, Mis. Billie Reartey • 

This program establ fshed new, innovative methods 

for students to gain increased laboratory ex- 

periences. It included preparation and testing 

of new laboratory experiences; writing laboratory 

manuals; setting up learning modules; and catalog- 

\ng test items for laboratories and lectures. ^ 

7i RESEARCH PROJECTS IN FjELD BIOLOGY $--5,^1^ 
Program Directors-Norman Ford 

This program established a series of researph 
projects fn field biology to be carried on by 
a principal Investigator and a selected group 
of students. The three projects were as fol lows : 
^ — 1) the effect of introduced conifer plantations 

on distribution and abundance patterns of vertebrae; 
2) environmental factors affect Ing the /ft|fbernation 



behavior of thie jumping mouse; 3) spec>A interaction 
between the grey squirrel and the red s^irrel. 

COMPUTER ASSISTED STUDIES $ 20,650 

Program Director--James Peters / 



This program establ ished funds to^ purchase computer 
terminals and computer software/programs for the 
Hewlett-Packard computers whrc^n continue to.offer * 
1 fmitless opportunities for /individual ized learning /"^ 
to the students of Saint John's University. . 

INAUGURATION OF A LEARNING AND RESOURCE CENTER $ 8,075 
Program Director--Father Gordon Tavis i ; o 

This program provided funds for additional terminals 
and media equipment to support many of the C&PD 
programs as WeM as the other curricula on the Saint , 
John's Campus. 
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10 . t&PD GENERAL ADKIN I STRAT I ON * $ • 5 , 560 

Program Di rect^s--N<yrman James and Michal Clark 

This program oversees administration of C&PD projects^ / 
, mpnTtors project act I viti<BS,^a;id' works ^ w al l . / 



aspects of the program. 



TOTAL ALLOCATED FOR 197V75 YEAR ^ $100,000 

REALLOCATED FUND PROJECTS: : , . ^ - - / y 

■ ' ■ ' ^ ■ ' ^ ^- -^^'.T- ! 

NOTE : Programs J , 2/ and 3 (noted by the *) of the 197^-75 
Year were unable to be realized. Therefore, the programs . 
below were later fijndiid. Cdhsequenfl/^ the full $100,000 
of the 197^-75 CSPD funds has been distrifauted ^and wi 1 1 be 
^> used by projectsyWhIch wi U be' completed ,th is symmer. 

' ^1. CHEHT^fRf^HPUT^B WO^ ' . ' 700 

/ ^Program Drr€ctor--Mark Hughes 

% . This prbgri^m' provides an the 
X . Chemistry Department to gain expertise in 

tbe variolas appl ications of the computer to 
tRe"ir tfeaching. After a workshop; the use ^ \ 
of the computer can Bdd^^^^^ to the qual i ty, of 

ihstruction as wel 1 as add varioi|S modes of ■ ^ 
learnjngi^ ""i-. ^ ■ "''''■a'-^ ' ' 



1. RESEARCH PR^ijECtis'lN FIELD BIOLOGY $ 2,100 

Program Director--Norman Ford ^ \ 

^ This program is a continuatijon of the one funded 
for th^ 1 97^-75 year. , The funds allow the re- ^ 
searth to contihye during th^e Summer, 1975 • ' 

■•■ : i . ' v.,- - . 

FOREIGN' LANGUAGE VIDEO TAPES > ;: .$ 6,000 

Program Direcltdr-*Cltmar Drekonja - ^ 

' ^' ■ ■ ■ ■' t,, ■•' , 4 y- ' ' ■ ;v 

This program ^i?6yides t^^ 

tape library to support existing courses and to 
helpimake the students o-^ Saint John's familiar ' 
l^ith the latest affairs, events, and issues of 
the German^ scene. ; : ^ ^ 

MATHEMATICS NLfMER'ICAL ANALYSIS "^ ^T" / $, 1,70?' 

Program bire^tor--Jdhn Lange 

^. / ■ ^ ■ • \ 

y ■ . " , ■ ' . . ■ ..^^ . • ■ ■ c 

This program seeks to establ ish a course qutl ^e 
and matel-iais hecWssary for making Nuroerlcei wfa 
availdm^e through! the "'Directed Studies" program,. 



us>ng/ various computer^ programs • 



PRINCETON I Nt)EX 
Program D I recto r- 



^Jul Ian Plante 



$ 



This program consists of acqui rlrtg the rieisearch 
and^ cataloging tools of the Princeton Index of 
Chr'istfan Art fcfr Saint John's Monastic Manuscript 
Mrcrofilm Ll,^rary. ^ 

ANTHROPOLOGY SHOE SET v. $' 2,373 

Progriam Director-- Khali.l Nal<Jileh 



Thjs prog 
with ac 
cul tura 
cul tUr 
cul ture 
able t 



is to devejop a set of slide paclcages v 
anying interpretaitions on the various 
^stomsVand ir\sti tut ions from different 
reas (e.g.. Middle East, Oceania, American 
etc.). Theke packages will then be avajl- 
the students ih.various introductory classes. 




TEACHER INFORMATION MANAGEMENT, PrfASE 
Prog ram D I rector — Joseph Fr i ed r i ch 



1 



< $ 3,850 



,Th is program is the firs4: pha^e of a twa-part 
program which is designed to develop a means of 
managing courses with large numbers of students 
fn a mariner more conducive to ■ Intel lectual progress 
and ind|vidpalized persocial education* 




INSTRUCTIONAL DIALOGUE FACILITY FOR GENERAL 

physic's i • 

Program Dfrector-r-Lepnard Valley 

This program provides learning modules in the IDF 
language of the computer for use If n various areas 
of ^ the phy & ic S "OurciGu |.u m. - V : ^ 



$ '».300 



NEAR EASTERN HISTORY STUDIO - $ .*5,300 

Program Director — Father Alberic Cul.hane 

This program involves the developn^eht of a series / 
of slide lectures on the archaeology, history, 
and geography of the Near East. This series will 
enhance thie ins'trucltion of the ^Bible as well as be 
a resource for courses iq. Near Eastern Studies. 



AMERICAN SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY . 
Program Director — Father Kieran ilolan 

This program consists of developing a program of 
readings lectures , f i lms, and guest speakers on 
the area of American Social Responsibi l i.tyi , 



$ ^».180 
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PROJECTS' FOR THE 1975-7$ YEAR : . 

NOTE: These projects are currently getting underway and are 
to be completed by 30 dune 1976. 



} 



I. 



2. 



SYSTEMATIC IMPROVEMENT OF BIOLOGY III UBORATORY 
INSTRUCTION ' 

Program 01 rectors--Slster Dunstan Plantenberg, 
Sister Mary Grell * Ms. Blllle Reaney 

This program Is a continuation of the program 

of the same name listed under the projects for 
the 197A-75 year/ 



$ 13.250 



SCIENTIFIC EQUIPMENT 

Program Director—Mark Hughes 



$ . 5,000 



This program Involves the acquisition of scientific 
equipment for the Chemistry Department to complement 
the current holdings and allow for the upgrading of 
the curriculum In the area of senior research. 



$ 1.500 



COMPUTER TECHNIQUES IN MATHEMATICS 
Program DI rector--Gerald Lenz 

This program, cal ls for three stepsVni) to Investi- 
gate the topics of Statistics for which .the computer 
Is appropriate; 2) to design appropriate computer 
programs for the topics Identified in 1); 3) to .plan 
for the Implementation of those programs In Statistics, 



RURAL MINISTRY PROGRAM 

Program DIrector--Father Blahe Wasnle 



$ 8,000 



Thts program expects th^ following outcomes: 
I); organized data base of needs and role/act I vl ties 
of iWiral ministers in the area served by Saint John's 
iSchool of Divinity; 2) sdec;] f lea t ions for a* program 
•to meet the demands of the data base; 3) specif J cations 
for the rural mlni>stry jjprdgrlOT bourse syllabT, skills 
required, and other r^tptecj hiaterl^s). . 

IMPROVEMENT OF THE KlSTORiV^Of^mTHEM^Tlt:S $ 1a 1 

Program DIrector--Gerald LeiJZ; i> ^ 

This program Is a continuation of the prdgram ^f/^;; | 
the same naiw listed under the projects for the^>^ 
. 197^-75 year. - ' "^^'^ 




TEACHER INFORMATION MANAGEMENT, PHASE 
Program Director-- Joseph friedrich 



II 



This program Is the second phase of the pfbgram 
of the same name l isted under the projeC/tSn ^o*^ 
Reallocated Funds. . ^/^.^ 




: . „ ■ • . ■ ■ : . : ■ ■ ■ 

?• INTERNATIONAL ADMINISTRATION • $ 22,750 

Program Director-- Joseph Friedrlch 

s > This program Is a re-org^n Izatlbn of the program 
of the same name listed under the project for the 

W775 year. ' ; * 

» * * » . . ' ' ' 

,8. SUMMER SLIDE PROGRAM IN HISTORY $ 3i2W 

Program Director—Father Job DIttberner > 

This program Involves the development of sets of . 
slides which will be used to supplement course and 
.Individual learning offerings In histroy. 
•< .*-•*' 
9. UNGUAGE LABORATORY TAPE CDLLEQTION' $ 1,800 

Program Director — Father John Kulas 

This program calls for the transfer of the present 
Mangua^e lab tape col lection to the cassette format. 
Tapies ca(i_ then be' made available to .s'tudents In the : 
,JIbrary instead of the language laboratory.^ 

10. INAUGURATION OF A LEARNING AND RESOURCE CENTER $ A, 750 
Program DI rector—Fathei^ Gordan Tavis 

This program Is a continuation of the program of 

the same name listed under the projects fbr the 

197W5 year. * ' 

11. COMPUTER ASSISTED STUDIES $19,600 
Program Director — Jame^ Peters 

This program Is ^ continuation of the program of 
the same name listed under the projetts for the 
197'»-75 year. 

12. RELIGIOUS EDUCATION PROGRAM , . $ ^^.925^ 
Program Dl rec'tpi'^^^Ister Mary Anthony Wagner' 

This program Is to develop a workable curriculum, 
foi*^ the program In Rellgloji^ Education. 

13. SOCIOLOGY RESOURCES $'500 

This Program Is collecting and organizing materials 
to produpe a student resources center for the ^ 
Sociology Department.. 

14. C & Pb GENERAL ADMIN I STRATI ON 

Program DI rector--MIchal Clark - $ 5,000 ' 



This program Is a continuation of monitoring, 
evd1uatlhg» and assisting the program directors 
of the various C 6 PD projects. . 

TOTAL ALLOCATED FOR 1975-76 YEAR $ 9'».68l 

TOTAL YET TO BE ALLOCATED $ 5,319 

TOTAL ^ $100,000 



. APPENDIX B 

r 

C & PD QUESTIONNAIRE AND RESULTS 



; Contents: 

Questionnaire Resul ts^frorh 
^Persons Not Participating fn 
a Project 
Questionnaire Results fr^pm 
Project Par^^cJpants^,^ 
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SAINT JOHN 'SJOn I VERS I TY SURVEY ON CURRICULUM /^IW^^^f^ OEVELOPMEHT ^ v 

Septembisr, 1975 . ' ' . 

• J V . . ■ * ■ . _ , • * 
" • . - ■ e ' ' ■■ 

Please consider carefully your responses to each Item. Please return the 
completed questionnaire In the enclosed, pre-addressed isnvelope, no later . 
than September 12, 1975, to: 

Fr. Guntheif- Rolf son . . 

Academic Vice President 

Saint John's University ' - * 

* • Col legevi 1 le, Minnesota 56321 

Thfnk you for your a9slstan9^. 

■ ' \ ' ■ 

1. Please Indicate the year of your Initial fulNtlme appointment to the 
facutty of Saint John's University. 

Mean year of appointment: 1962,^7 . 

. 1 9 
standard deviation: 9*6 * 

2. How familiar are you with the Curriculum and Program Development (C&PD) 
Program? (Check the appropriate response for the' Items below.) 
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^CSPO Program 29V . ^7*/ Jjl*/ , .JV 



If you have never heard of the program, please stop at thljs poJnt 
and return the questionnaire in the enclosed, pre*ad.dressed envelope. 
Thank you. ^ 



* This form was sent to 62 faculty and academic administrators who 
had never worked on a funded C & PD project* . A total of ,48 forms 
were returned. This form presents a summary of the responses. 
Entries are either |oean response or percentage of respondents 
who selected the Indleated response alternative, - 
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22 'A* / you have beard of this program but have never appi led for a grant 
/ from It, please indicate the importance of the reasons (for your not 
having applied) listed below by checking the appropriate response. 




1 « 

€ c y ii 

C 4J C .4^ 

«; «- « C 

4i# O ^ ^ 

U CX L* 4-1 

I ^ 1 I 

- g . - ■ s 

O D O 

C ¥i 4J * >• 

u- a «) 

O O ^ 



y Ijjjg^/ / / Haven't felt the need to engage In special 

development projects. 

J 1 .7y / ' Don't think the hassle of submitting a pro- 



1 



posa-] 1s worth^ It.; 



/ 1 ,91/ / / Did not receive encouragement from depart- 
ment or col lege administration. 

1 ,59 ^ ^ / / / Did not understand how to proceed. 

/ . 1 ,9^ / ; / ProbaMlity of being awarded a grant Is too 

smal 1 . \ 

/ 1,77/ / / Have financed educational developftient pro- 

Ject(s) through external funding agehcles^ ' 

V/ J > 3,3y Other (please specJf^) Not enough t?me(N » 5) 



4« The CSPD Progf-am was Initiated by the University as a result of generous 
funding p.rovided by the Ober and ButTer Fouhdattons^ These funds allowed 
33 for change through expansion and accretion. !n Mght of the 1 1mt ted time 

period for the outside funding, what is your perception of the Importance 
of'these funds for educational development? Please Indicate your pre- 
ference by checking one of the following : , 

jjljj The CSPD Program Is more Important than ever to help maintain 
the vitality of University programs through renewal and Inno- 
vation. , 

39^ It Is important but It is even more Important not to reduce . 
; . resources needed to maintain exi$t!ng programs In their pre- 
sent state. \ 

3t Resources for the operation and development of Instructional 
programs should be budgeted entirely in the teaching u^lt. 

Other (please specify) ' . > 
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Below are listed three major purposes of a program such as C&PD for 
educat torfal development, f lease Indicate both your level of agree*' 
ment In principle with each purpose and your opinion of the actual 
current effect Iveness of the program In addressing tl\e purpose by 
checking the appropriate response. . ^ 



To establish formally the 
University responsibility 
for the improvement of 
educational practice. 

To Insure to alj units of 
the Unlver^ffy the aval^I- 
abllity of appropriately 
flexible resources for 
^development of education*- 
al programs. 

To provide for a planned, 
systematic and open pro- 
cedure for the develop- 
ment of University edu- 
cational p rog rams . 



AGREEMENT 



'5 



EFFECTIVENESS 
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3.55 

/ / / / / 



3.59 



/ / / / / 



2.7^ 



Do you wish to receive a sunvnary of the results of this study? 
Yes No 



Thank you for taking the time to assist us In this evaluation effort. 
If you have any questions, please contact Michal Clark (612-363-2*7^8) 



Please* return this completed questionnaire by September 12, 1975- 



SAINT JOHN'S UNIVERSITY SURVEY ON CURRICULUM ANOPROGRAM DEVELOPMENT * 



/ September, 1975 



Please Consider carefully your responses to' eac^i Item. Please return the 
completed quest Ionna4xe In the entlosed, pre-c|jd\lressed envelope, no l^er 
than Sc^ember 12, r975» to: ' ^' 

,fr. Gunther Rolfson - . .' 

Academic Vice President „ 
Saint John's University ' 
Collegeville, Minnesota 56321 

Thir}k you for your assistance. 

SECTION I. . GENERAL INFORMATION 

M ■ 17 I. Please indicate the year of your initial full-time appointment to the 
faculty of Saint John's University. 
Mean year of appointment: 1965.1)7 19 

standard deviation: 6.87 
l M - 16 , 2. How many proposals h&ve you submitted tb the Curriculum, and Program 

Development (C&PD) Program? ' 1 O^uoiai; 

, ^ 1^ 3. How many of these have been funded? 23_(total) 

N " 16 k. How many proposals have you submitted to outside agencies? 36_(total) 

N 16 5. How many of those have been funded? - J5_(total) 

H« 17 €. The CSPD Program was initiated by the University as a result of. generous 
funding provided by the Ober and Butler Foundations. These funds allowed 
. for change through expansion and accretion. In ll^ht of the limited time 
i period for the outside funding, what Is your perception of the Importance! , . 
, of these funds for educational development? Please Indicate your pre- 

ference by checking one of the following: » • 

53* The cePD Program is more Important than ever to help maintain 
the vital I ty of University programs through renewal and inno- 
vation* V ^ 

j^^jr It Is Important but^lt Is even more Important not to reduce, 
resources needed to maintain existing programs In their pre- 
sent state. 

p Resources for the operation and development 9f Instructional 
programs should be budgeted entirely in the teaching unit. ^ 



i;^ Other (please jspeclfy) 



* This form was\ent /to 2^ faculty and academjc administrators who had worked on 
a funded C £ POWiJect. A total of 17 forms were returned. This form presents 
a summary of the /responses. Entries are either mean response^o^an item or 
percentagVt^Xxe^pondenjts who selected the response alternapve. 
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7. 



Below are 1 Isted three major purposes of a (drogram such as CSPD for 
educational development. Please indicate bbth your level of agree- 
ment In principle with each purpose and your opinion of the actual 
current effect likeness of the pi^ogram In addressing the purpose by 
checking the appropriate response* . 



AGREEMENT 



EFFECTIVENESS 



To establish formally the 
University responsibil ity 
for the improvement of 
educat iona 1 pract Tpe* 

To Insure to all .units of 
the University the avail- 
ability of app/opr lately 
flexible resources for 
development of education- 
al programs. 

To provide for a planned, 
systematic and open pro- 
cedure for the develop-: 
ment of University edu- 
cational programs. 
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3.87 



/ ' / / / / 
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SECTtON M. PROJECT INFORMATION 

N - 17 8. Please indicate the source of funds for the project reported on here: 

" ' 11» tSPD Program (total )3 ^ Other (please specify) NSF or 
"ttotai) departmental funds 

N -^le What condltlon(s) suggested the need for educational development? 

Please rate the Importance of the conditions 1 Isted below, 

IMPORTANCE . - 
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n 
•w 

L. 
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1. 
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IQ 
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1.80__/ 




_/ 


_/ 


2,33_/ 
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_/ 


_/ 


2.75 / 
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_/ 


_/ 


i.Mjj 
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_/ 


_/ 


1.53_/ 
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2.5b _/ 
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J 




2.00 J 
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_/ 


3.06J 
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_/ 


1.13_/ 
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_/ 


3.25 7 


1 


1 


/ 



Student dissatisfaction with a course or program. 
Peer or colleague dissatisfaction with a course or program. 
A change in departmental procedure or emphasis 
A change In college procedure or emphasis^ 
A visceral feel Ing. 
Decreasing enrollments. 



profession. 

Hearing about succ'ess^lt^ the Idea elsewhere. 

A change or Improvement In Instruct lonal technology. 

' ,/ '0 ,' ' ^ '" . ' * . ' 
A low rating by an accrediting body* 

IJ J J J Other (please, specify) Increased enjrol lment 



15 10. How Important wer% the follow/lng irt Influencing your thinking .regarding 
the development project? (Use the same rating scale ^s above.) 

■ ■■■■ I ' -2 *-3 -"^ - ■ ^ ■ ■•■ ~ . . . 



N S M 0 



4- 
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3.^7 / / J J Drs<;yssIons with disclpllne-rfelated colleagues (at the 

University or efsewhereX. 

. ■ ' ' ■ • ' " • ^ ■ ' ^ * ■■ ' . \ ,^ ' ^ . . 

1.68_/ / I j\ Discussions with Individuals Jn sjpportlve fields (e.g, 

mfedia special IstsV education specialists; etc.). . 

2.87 / J J^- J Discussions with students. 7 



10. (Continued) 
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■ C 
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n \ . 

'\ 












' *. ■ ■ ■ - , • ' " 

M paper rCaU a,Wi o prOrCddlOnal iiiccLiii^* 






/ 

^/ 


/ 

' 


An drticie in a arscipii ne rc i ^^ea jourrid i • 


1.78_/ 


_/ 






An article In an education Journal, 


1.937 


_/ 


J 




A book or monograph. 


\.kS_/ 


_/ 


J 




Student evaluation.' y 




_/ 


J 




Other (please specify) 



N - 15 lU How Important were the fol lowing circumstances Jn st?m'j1at?ng you to 

apply for a C6PD project? (Use the same rating scale as In Items 9 6 10.) 



N 

3.07_/ 
2.6W 
2.7W 
3^20 / 



M 



_/ 
7 
_/ 
/ 



_/ _/ 
/ / 



_/ 
/ 



_/ 
/ 



3.A77 J J J 

1.93_/ 
/ 




Encouraged by departmental or collegiate administrators. 
Recommended by colleagues. 

Lack of available money from other funding agencies. 

Lack of available money froin regular departmental or 
col legiate^sources. 

Stimulated by the announcement of availability of funds 
from this program. ^ j 

Encouraged, by^ hear I hg of a colleague's funded project.. 
Other (please specify) • ' ' ' 



N - 13 12. 



Old your success irt obtaining this grant affect In any way; your standing 
within your department?. ' . v • V ^ 



15? Yes 



70% No 15% undecided 



N * 15 



13. 



Are th^developmental aspects-of this project completed? 
27% Yes . 73% No - 
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N - 16 



15. 



Which. of the following descriptions best characterizes the present 
state of the results of your project? 

Or"* 

3^% continued In original form _ 

' 12^ . reduced In scope and continued / 

56^ expanded and continued . \ ^ 

0 curtal led 



• other (please specify) 



H - 17 



Please cqmrnent: Stimulation of Interest In colleagues outside SJU; more 
student onvolvement; computer program library Is growing; al 1 -department 
plan has been reduced to more managable level; not as much progress as 
Intended. ; * > 

To your knowledge are the results of this development effort being 
used by -other Instructors: 



Please comment 



In your 
department 



25V In other. University 
departments 



20V In other colleges 
or universities 



16. Old this project: produce any results which were not anticipated at the 
N - 12 time It was conceived? 



5qV positive 



5OV none 



^ negative 



Please comment: Made need for spate; I nterdepartment agreement resulted;, res 
will be uSed when numerical analysis course Is taught again; large number of 
students cagsed revision in plan; bigger task than anticipated. 

■ - ' i --^ ■ . " ' " . " ■ ■ ' ■ . ■ . / . 

' ' " ■■ ' " ^' ■ ■ ,. ' / 

Was your conception of y|>Mr:;d I sc||^^^^^^^^ or profession changed In any way;/ 
as a result of your effcr^il^ on this' developing 4r 



Yes 



561 No 



Please comment: More aware of student needs In del I very of course; aware ^ 
of other department menibers regarding material to be covered I broadened by 
original conception; changed my future career plans ; now know research Is 
Important at undefgrad level; opens new expertise for me. 
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18. 



Wa>^^r conception of education changed In any way as a resylt of 
your efforts on this project? 



-57% Yes 



No 



Entries 

are 

number 

of 

response 



Please comment: Not mater lallyV but In area of logistics; . routine can be 
handled by computer; prerequisite planning/ should be part of faculty 
education; independent Investigation Is Important; Individual instruction 
isn't panacea for all ills. 

In what ways has your work with the project contributed to either. 
Instructional effectiveness or efficiency? (check all that^ 



3/ more students 
learn subject 

9/ students learn 
« something ✓ 
different 



^/ !jtudents retain 
. what they J earn 
longer 

j/ students enjoy the 
expe r I en ce more » ^ 



]7 students, learn same 
' with lessftesource 
>vestmer 

]/ students l6arn same 
by working ies§ 



20. 



N - 13 



in your judgmenti what are the charKjfes^^hat this project would have 
been funded through other sources if Itl^ad^not been funded through 
the CSPD Program? 



2.^3 



l< - 14 21 

Entry « * 
number of^ 
responses 



ho chance 

slim chance (2) . 

■ 50-50 (3) ; — 

. fafrly certain C*) 

virtual certainty (5) ? 

Have you experij^nced any difficulties regarding the management of your 
grant? 



1 Yes 



13 . No 



Plcas4 commentf (and indicate the source^of difficulties If you do nqt mind) : 
Difficult t(^ hire-approprlate expert. . . / V 



22. 



Do you wish to receive a sgmmary of the results of this study? 

86 Yes ' No : > ' 
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Thank you for taking the tjme to assist us In this evaluation effort. 
If you have any questions, please contact Michal Clark (6]2-363-'27^8) . 

. . y ■ ' ' • ■ . ' - 

Please return/^ the completed questionnaire In the enclosed, pre-addressed 
envelope, no later than September 12, 1975, to: 



Fr. Gunther Rolf son 
Academic Vice President 
Saint John's Unjversity 
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EVALUATION TEAM MEMBER ' t REPORT^ 



-■•'■'4.. 



Contents : / ' . 



Re])ort f rom Vi 1 1 jam HfclceyV Aca^dem Presid 
Saint Mary's CoTlege, iSbuth Bend, Indiana 

Report from Gordon KIngstonv Associate Director, ' 
Center for Educatfonal Development, On Iv^rs^l ty ^of 
Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota r 

Repdrt from Bernard LUskln, I Vlce-;^ 
Educational Development, Coist Community College 
District, Costa Mesa, CairVornla . 




• SAINX^OHN'S UNIVE^ISITY 
)lleg«ville, MinnesQ/ta 
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Gurricuium and Prbgram Development 
' ' F*rogr.ajn . 

! . 16-17, 1975 ' 



\ 



\ 



William A. Hickey 
December 4, 1975 
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The' following report is being submitted by. one member (William A. 

■ ' • ° ^■ o ' ■ '• ' v.. 

Hickey) of a three member team established to conduct an evaluation of the 

■ ■ ■ . L ■ ■■■ ' 

Ctirriculum and ProgAm Development (C&.PD) Program recently implemented 
kt Saint John's University, Collegeville, Minnesota. It should be noted that 
the purpose of this evaluation visit was to assess the general impact of ^e 
pyogramNQn theattademic programs of "the University, a§ well as to formulate 
recommendations designed to maxi^nize the benefit of the program to the^ 
University for future yearp. It was not designed to eyalua'te specific projects 
in terms of their merits, though quite o'bviously, some of the recfonimjenda^^^ 
arise from discusisions. of these projects. , ^ : ' 

Prion to our visit to the campus. Dr. Michal Clark, Coordinator of 

the C&PD Program provided us with copies of the original proposal; the 

•■■ ' * . ^' ' ' ■ V - • ' ' 

evaluation plan, a listing with short descriptions of the projects funded during 

■ u ^ »■.'-«■ ■■ ■ \ ' • ' . 

the 1974-75 academic year, the results' 6^ several campus, sur'(^3-pn the J 

prograrnr, *and a niimber of procedural dpciimehts that Ijad been deve,loped ^ 

internally for use by the faculty and appropriate. University committees. 

Following a thorough Jjtudy of these materials and in preparation for our visit, 

I formulated a number of questions whici^^iK^ded^^ discussion. 

with campus pei^onnel. Later in this report, I shMl^^fer to certain of these 

questions, ^lince th^^ responses received were, in large part, resppnsible for 

some of the final recommendations being proposed. ^ * ^ 

During our tiir^ on. the campus^ we\ad the opporhmity to me^t and 



talk Indiviclually with a ni^ber of administrators, factilty^^^^ tho^e, involved 
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in funded program, and .hose no. involved), students, and staff. In addition, 
we^ were provided with an opportunity to participate in several Rroup discus- . 
sions. including one with several members of the Academic Affa^vlsory 
council, the Council responsible for the development of proposal^guidellnes. 

the reviewing of all proposals , and the awarding of fupds. ' \ . ' ' 

' The specific report which follows addresses ItseU to these areasV,. 

- - ■ ■ , 1 

1. General Campus Impact of the Program , \, 

2. Specific Areas of Concern ~ ' . - ^ -i-^^ ,V 

3. Commendations ajid Recommendations . ^ 




Cenerat Campus Impact a f the Program ' ■ ' ■ \ 

'to the original proposal, a stated primary aim of the program was 
to provide a mechanism whereby the entire faculty could tiecome, involved 
in meaningful curricular relorni. This reform would presumably r.sult 
to a gradual changing of the curriculum' designed to meet the goals set 
by saint John's and to keep Saint John' s in stepj^lth the 'rapidly changing 
demands on higher education. 

When one considers that this program is just. entering its second yea 
' the results already realized suggest" considerable success. Most 
„.embers of .the .campus community are very supportive of the general 
thrust of the program. Survey results suggest that the majority of _ 
faculty are aware of the program and its major purposes. Indeed, 
our discussions left the distinct impression tha\ faculty are quite 
excited ^out the pl^ram. since it provides them with a real op- ^ 
portunity to dp more than just talk about curricular reform. In fact. 



several members indicated that prior to the availability" of C&PD funds, 
there was little University encouragementyfor substantial change. 
This, of course, is not too surprising in view of the rapidly increasing 
costs being experienced by all pyivateMnstitutions of higher education.. 
It was most sigiiifid^nt to find thi^ enthusfiastic support for the prograrn, 
qven from faculty who do not presently have projects funded. Perhaps 
some of the more satisfying comments were received from several of^ 
the students Who have already realize.d the educational benefits resulting 
from several of the projects. The students were not only pleased with 
their experiences, but, pointed out, that in some instances, the faculty 
seemed more excited about their academic work.^ The latter resul^, 
of course, would, in itself, be sufficient reason for judging these 

initial efforts a success. " \ 

^ ■ 

Specific Areas of Concern , ^ 

As with any new and ambitious brogram, an administrator must 
anticipate that problems will 'certainly occur. It is irfbst important that 
these be identified earl/; studied and eliminated in order to ensure 
n^aximum benefit from the program. In our discussions regarding the 
C&PD Program, a niimber of suchrproblems and concerns emerged 
which could, if left unattended, resultJn^a considerable weakening of 
the long-range progr'am impact.^ I should add at the outset, that noni^. 



of the problems were^totally \inexpected and all can easily be addre 
and eliminated by serious efforts on the, part of appropriate admin 
tration and faculty. ^ , 



ress^ 
is- ^ 



/} -■ / ' ■ . • ■ ; ■ . 

.The dis^ssion^, which led to the identification of specific areas 

of concern, were based ofi a series of questions which had been 

formulated earlier. Some of the questions raised were: • 

a . Was the faculty involved in the development of the original 
proposal? J 

b. Was the faculty supportive of the, major program purposes 
and the main areas stressed in the proposal? 

' ' ' ■ * * . ■ . • 

c. Was the faculty aware of the general availability of the 
f\inds? ^ . 

d. Was the faculty fully informed of the guidelines to be 
followed in the submission of proposals? 

e. Was the faculty aWare of and supportive of the criteria 
to be used in the selection of projects for funding? 



V 



f. Was the faculty aware of the **evaluative mechanism" 
'designed to judge whether programs would receive 
funding on a continuing ba.sis? 




g. What procedures have been developed to make aA/ailable 
po other institutions information on successful projects? 

h. /what, if any, procedureis have been developed to provide 
faculty with support heeded to undertake the more dif- 
ficult type of project? (By support here was meant: 
modification of "normar' faculty workload, provision 

^' o£ student aids, assistance of clerical and/or pro- 
fessional staff, opportunity to visit colleagues working 
on similar projects in other institutions, etc*)/ ; 

i. Was the faculty aware of University commitment for 
future funding of successful innovations? " 

l.j How was this to be accomplished? 

Z.) Who would make the decisions and what 'role 
was the faculty to have, in determining the ^ 
mechanism? , , . o 

j« W^re" contract mechanisms available, either at the ♦ ^ 
diepartmental or umylersity level, to provide for an 
orderly response in areas such ias: 
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!•) addition or deletion of courses in a departmental 
curriculum, , . 

2.) development of new course sequences or, mpre 
irnportantly, new programs? 

(This question was an attempt to make certain some 
structure existed, involving faculty input, which wo\ild 
prevent major changes from just happening • ) 

Was the faculty kept fully informed of projects funded? 
As indicated, these kinds of questions were designed to assist us 
in gaining more detailed reactions to the program and any changes 
that might be necessary to enhance the cljftnces for long-range and 
continuing impact on, curricular reform at Saint John'^, The obser- 
vations which follow deal only with the two areas that emerged as 
/ intpi3r'tant in the minds of a number of individuals interviewed. 

Perhaps the most significant concern expressed by most individ\ial 
was related, to the University's cdmmitiheht to provide continued funding 
for this program in curricular reform. Few were awa.re of any^clear 
statement which would, not only ensure continued funding, but also st^te 
clearly whether these fxinds would result from a shift of resources from 
one program to another, or would represent additional new funding. 
, Moreover, concern was expressed regarding faculty input into the 
decision making process, especially as it relaifs to the conduct of 
evaluations designed to make decisions on decreased funding for certain 
of the present programs. 
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Information received from the President and discussion with other 

key administrators suggest that this rather widespread! concern is un- 

■ • . . . ■ " . 

founded. There not only seems to be a firm commitment for continued 

funding, but it is apparent that the Academio Affairs Advisory Council / 

is intended to, play a major role in the fortnulation of recommendations 

regarding programs to be cut back, strengthened, etc. Thus, lack of 

communication is clearly responsible for some of th^ concern in this 

instance. However, I shotild add, that no precise system for the 

reallqcation of fiihds from one academic area to another, o^;;from the 

non-acadernic area to the academic area was described to , the evaluation 

'i' . . - ■ . ' ■ * 

team-members. Clearly, if one does not presently exist, it shpuld be 

immediately formulated and communicated to the faculty. 

The area of second greatest concern that^emerged from our discixs- 

' . ■ V . ■ ■ t ■ 

sions was the general feeling that the program lacked sufficieht structure 

and direction and that, indeed, , certain program goals were not being 

realized. This observation stems from a series of comments dealing 

with the absetice of well stated, detailed guidelines, along with a 

structured format for pi^oposal submission, unclear criteria on which 

psop9saI selection is made, how a number of the projects funded either, 

addressed themselves to the major program purposes, or were of any 

long-range significance, on what basis an evalxiation was going to be 

cdndpcted in order to determine whether th6 project would continue to 

receive funding, general lack of direction f ronri the 'Academic Affairs 

Advisory Council, etc, ^ 



' I here is* complete agreement among the President and his key 
administrators regarding the need for acid itional staff support in the 
general overall handling of the program, I do not think any of the 
early difficulties areJtoq surprising, given the untiniely death of the 
former Vice President for Academic, Affairs, the perspn who was the 
primary force. behind the priginal p'rograin,; However, more staff time, 

■ , ■ ^ .. v'--.- ■, , . y ■ ' . ^ , ' ■ . 

in itself, will hot resolve all of the concerns expressed. While members 
of the Academic Affairs Advisory* Council (AAAC) feire quick to point 
out their role in administering the C&^PD Program, some^ members are 
tinclear as to how much authority they have to recommend changes, Tl\e 
AAAC is ci^rly the body thkt should now take a hard look at the program 

'' 9 * , 

in order to determine whererthe institution is and to set clear cut general^ 

directions for future curricular change. In addition, the AAAC should 

d\ ■ ' - ' ■ 

develop a more precise mechanism for proposal submission; with 
specific criteria for proposal evaluation and should clearly communicate 
this to the institution, I rather suspect that in order to accomplish the 
above, the President and the Vice President for Academic Affairs arp 
^oing to have to play a more active role in the next phase of this program. 

Finally, the concern for the rather diverse array of projects funded 
a.hd the absence of any long range implications on the part of some of 
these is per hap s^un\yar ranted. Indeed, the strategy adopted by the 
institution to simply* throw the program open, in an effort to get as much 
facTilty interest and involvement as possible ^eems to have paid off. 
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Clearly, few members of the faculty are not aware of the program and 
most seem to feel quite good about the opportuni|:ies provided by such 
a program. Obviously, now, after the first year, is the time to move 
toward a structured, systematic approach, to curricular reform. 
3. Commendationis and Recommendations 

The University should clearly be commended for: 

a. The courage to undertake a program which wilt cldarly 
havfe a positive impact on the academic programs. 

b. The good will and cooperation of all constituents whi<^^ 
is so essential for the effective conduct of this program. 

c. ' The supportive role of many faculty in recognizing the ^ 

, potential benefits of such 4 program. ^ ^ 

'■ ■■ ' \ ' . • ' ' 

d. The fine work, thus far, of the Academic Affairs Advisory 
Council in the first and most difficult year for the program. 

ei. The excellent results produced by the faculty whose projects 
• were funded during the first year of the t&PD Program. 

The following recommendations are being presented for consider- 
ation by the University: * , ^ 

l' a. The formulation o£^ clearer jrole for the AAAC is essential, 
•\ including a clear dehneation of their responsibilities and 

authorities. ■ 



b. The AAAC should redefine the majq|r program goals in light 
of the first year's experience and establish clear directions 

' of the program for the next few years. 

c. AAAC, working with appropriate administrative officers, 
should develop guidelines for proposal submission and - 

^ should articulate to the college community the criteria for 

selection. ^ 

d. In an effort to encourage greater arid more meaningful 
departmental and faculty participation, consideration might 
be given to ideas such as: . * ' ^ 



1. ) allocating a certain portioHi of the program money to 

an area where change inmost needed (eg. within a 
division or department or between several departments), 

2. ) allocating a certain portion of the program money to* 

specific types of curricular changes (eg, core curriculum, 
interdisciplinary courses, special liberal arts courses 
for applied majors, such ^s Business Ethics, etc. ), 

3. y allocatinig a certain portion of the program money for a 

specific topic, isuch as development of teaching materials, 
designing a system for course evalua^on, providing a 
mechanism for faculty development, 'etc. , 

• ■ / 

4. ) providing a '^financi^l rew^ird^' for the proposal that 

eff0cts the rfibst significant change. 




5. ) provide faculty with greater oppojnnanity to^ 

>projects by establishing ^'tea^€^Ier- in- r^^t^nde" awards. 
Might be for one-quarterl£ime course reduction and alsp 
would be a^ recognition for , faculty, 

6. ) publish a listing of facility projects^ judged most successful 

and provide them with an opportunity to discuss them 
• "writfct the college comm\mity, ^ ^ 

7. ) for department proposals that itlcrease productivity, 

offer to return a percentage of the saving to the 
department for their own use, 

8. ) allocating a portion of the money' for the dcTsign of wqrk- : 

shops for faculty on topics such as: propositi w^iting^ 
program eval\iation, etc. 

Regarding the long range^ implications of the program, the Vice 
President for Academic Affairs should comm\micate early:' ^ 

1.) system of evaluation to be used in determin^i^'jfJroject y 
effectiveness, ' • \ 

2*) how decisions will be made, and by whom, regarding prog 
and courses to be retained, eliminated, etc/^ 

The President should restate the University's commitmenjt to 
continued prclgratn fvindingf Znd should describe the system to b 
used in determing the reallocation of funds from one academic 
program to another and fronri the non^^academic ^rea to the 
academic area. 



g. The University ^ould appoint a Coordinator (at least half-time) 
to the Program with sufficient status in the academic community 

" to carry out the major responsibilities. i 

h. The responsibilities and decision making authorities of the 
Coordinator must be clearly defined, as should the role of the 
coordinator with the AAAC. This would be best accorhplished 
by the President or. the Vice President for Academic Affairs, 

4. Summary 

* ■ ■ . • . 

'the Curriculiun and Program Development Program at Saint John's 

has clearly had a positive impact on the academic community. Considering 

that C&PD his been operative for only one year, the number of facility 

involy^cL projects submitted, arid results achieved are considerable. 

There would seem to be every reason to expect even greater results in ^ 

^ future years, assuming the continued efforts and cooperation of adminis- 
tration and faculty. Indeed, there is evidencef to suggest that this is 
already occurring when one considers the increased number of proposals 
being submitted this year and the general catalytic effect of certain 
successful projects from last year. ^ 

Saint John's is to be cbmnnended for its efforts-and encouraged to 

. continue this most impoijtant task of c\xxricul\xm and program 
development. , 
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December 8, 1975 



Gordon Wm. Kingston, Ph.D. 
Center for Educational Development 
University of Minnesota 



Report on the Evaluation of the Curriculum and Program 
Development Program at Saint John's University 



The Curriculum and Program Development Program (C and PD) is based 

■■' . ■ * . ^ ■* . - . -. 

upon the recommendation of the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education 

( More Effective Use of Resources , 1973) that colleges and universities 

set aside a fixed percentage of their operating budgets^for purposes relating 

to innovation and renewal. It is an extension of the industrial model by 

' which research and development functions are supported from corporate 

profits. Like many of the Carnegie Commission recommendations, this ofie 

O r.' 

was overlooked by most colleges and universities. However, a number of 
forward-^looking institutions --ingluding St. John's University — recognized 
the essential value of the notion and undertpok its implementation. It is 
a decision which will likely hold the institution in good stead while other 
colleges and. universities expeHence the renewal -debilitating effects of 
retrenchment. ^ 

The C and PD Program was initiated with the assistance of funding frbm 
the Ober Foundation and Butler Foundation. The plan is for external support 
to decrease to zero over a five year span while St. John's increases its own 
internal support to maintain funding at a level equal to five percent of the 



University's education, and general expenditures. A total of nine project^ 
were supported in th5 first year of operation (1974-75); three of these 
projects were later delayed and an additional ten^^rojects replaced them 

Thus, a total of 16 projects were, supported in 1974-75. In 1975-76/ a 

. . * . ' . ■ - ^'^^ • ■■ 

total of 13 projects were funded. 

■ ' ■ ■ ■ ■ • • . '/ ■ •* 

Ba'sed upon discussions with faculty members responsible for funded 

■ . i" ^ • ■■■■ ' y ■ 

projects, the .program has so far proven extremely successful. These 

-individuals appear to have assimilated the purposes of the C and PD' _ ^ 

program and their projects apF3ear to^bfe well conceived and managed and 

of uniformly high quality. Siliiilarlyf diiicussions with faculty me 

not involved wtth projects evidenced" concern for continuation of the 

program and a willingness to be of assistance in guaranteeing its future. 

Representatives of the University administration were mostly supportive ; 

^ - . , - ■ ^ ■ > ' 

of the program and its outG6^nes to date. All of these individuals appeared 
to have a'good'understanding of .the purposes, of the program and offered 
suggestions fo? improvement. Only one individual voiced a concern regarding 
St. John's ability to continue the program beyond the initial grant period. ; 

Prior to the visit of the evaluation team, Dr. Michal Clark, coordinator 
of the C and PD Program, distributed a questionnaire to the faculty which 

sought information regarding/their support for the program. The responses 

/ ' . ' " -. ■ , . ■ ' - 

to the survey showed a high degr'ee of faculty support for the program and 
a high level of faculty understanding for the' purposes of the program. 
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the C and PD Program clearly benefits from the following conditions:/ ■ 
. * a positive comrnitment from the University leadership to the notion \ 
of planned, systematic educational change; ^ ^ 

* a high degree of support from the faculty and administration fqr ' : 
continuation of the program; . j ( 

' * a clear statement from the institution specifying its joint reSpon- ' ' 
- sibility with the faculty for improvement of, educational practicfe;^ .' 

; : ■ "■ ■ ■ ■•" ■ . , ■ , ■ ' ■ ■ ■' ■ 

* positive , creative leadership from the^cpocdinator. qf the C and^ 
PD Program, \the Academic Vice Resident, ^nd others involved 
in coordination of the program. • , - 

The evidence is overwhelming that the program,has; both created, an atmo- 

sphere accepting of change and promoted the developinent of new programs^ , 

- ■ ' ■ . . ■ ■ ' ' ■ , . ■ ■ T '■ _ ^ ■ * 

that are well-^i^ned and managed. - * 

Evaluation Visit ^ ^ >' . ^ 
On October. 16 and 17/ three external evaluators visited the campus of 
St. John's University. The evaluation visit was well-plann»ed. and brganized 
by the Coordinator of. the C" and PD program tcV^eri^e rhaximum^enefit , 
Listed in Appendix A are the documents reviewed B7 the writer both ii) advance 
and subsequent to the visit and a list of the individuats interviewed during 
the visit. , , . ; < * _^ . 

Recommendations ' / 

1. . Given the institutional support for the program fr<)^jj||i^l^ 
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evidence of the utility of the projects, supported through the'program, the 
Curriculum apd Program Development Program should be continued . • The- 
balartce of the recommendations are suggestions Jor improving its' functioning 
*2. The Presiclent. Jn consultation with the faculty and other members-of 

. the administration, should c^evelop a firm financial plan for the program-, 
spanning, perhaps,, the next seven to. :^en^ years . A program such as this 
one i? only successful to the extent that the-iaculty are* confident of its 
" pontinuing support --both. pKllbsophioa^ and financial . Such a plan would 

\ put to rest any faculty concerns about the continuity of the program'and 

allow it to became part of the ongoing commitment of St. John's to innovation 
•and renewal. ' , ' 

- :^ a' . . ' . ■ ■ ■ " . ■ / . * . ■ • " . - 

• . » **»•■" 

' ' ' • ■ ■ ■* ■ . ■ • ■ ■ . •. 

3 . A number.'of issues relating to programmatic ernphases.wouW benefit 
from policy discussion. ^To organize such discussion, a cjjnmittee of the 



■ * 



faculty ghould be assembled. This committe'e, might serve both' to develop 
policy for the program and ^tb review proposals in subsequent routes of the -4 
/program. One of the issues which surfacei^ in any program like C and PD 
is^ "ownership. " -There se'ems to be at least a sligbt^cbnfusion regarding 

^ this issue at St. John's. In the future, the main policy discussions and 

» .... . 

recommendations for'project-support should take place in'a committee 
comprising faculty members. Their retcommendationSf^r; b / 
project support ^ould be forwarded to the- Academic Vic6 Pres^ent for' 
disposltiofl. A number of policy issues appear to need resolution. One of 
\ these ha^ to do^wlth what might be called the "institutional development 



portfolio." For example, the University needs to decide how^uch funding 
Will go to "high risk" investments (broadly innovative, new ventures) as 
opposed to "low risk\* investments [renewal of existing programs). The ^ 
University needs to determine, too, the conditions under which it will 
support planning efforts as opposed to efforts at the st^ge> of •implementation.' 
The faculty committee sl^imi Id attempt to define and. clarify, for the purposes 
of the program, the kinds of development which are appropriate: curriculufh 
development, faculty development, instn^ipr^Ql development, and organi- 
zational development. Finally the committee shd^d draft a statement on 
development (risk investment for *innovatidn and renewal} and operation 
(ongoing stipport of tested ideas) and clarify, precisely, the role of ^the 
program with respect to each: Further, the responsibility of the acacjemic 
department in the post-development. phase should be clearly stated. 
4. Some considerations ^should be giyen to identifying University wide 
"themes" for development projects in a given year. There is some evidence 
that thi§ has already been done, at least minimally. -In other words, the 
tie between University fanning and the C and PD should be, strengthened. 
Care should be taken, however, that reasonable flexibility remains; pro- 
posals not directly adcjressing the theme(s) for a given year should^algo 
.be acce^pted for review. Themes should be used to focus^, but not limit, 
development efforts. 

5; .A number of operating suggestions are here offered f6r consideration:*^ 
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portfolio . For example , the Univers ity needs to decide how much funding 
wiU go tp "high risk" investments (broadly innovative , n6w ventures) as 
.oiaposed to "low risk" 'investments (renewal of existing programs).* The 

V 

University needs to determine, too, the conditions under which it will 
support plannirt^ efforts as opposed to efforts at the st^ge of implementation, 
The-faculty committee should attempt to define and clarify, for the purp<^Ses 
of the program, the kinds of develbpment which are appropriate: curriculum 
"^developVTient, faculty development, instrthational development, and^organi- 

^'■zational development. Finally the coipmittc^e sh^t^d draft a statement on 

■ . ' ■ ^ . . / ^^"^ . ■ * ' ' . 

'dev(elopment (ri^k investment for 'innoyatidn and renewal) and operation . 

(ongoing stipport of tested ideas) and clanfy, precisely, the role of-tt^e 

program with respecfto each, FurtherWthe responsibility of- the academic 

-.department in the post-development. phase should be clearly stated. 

-4- Some coj/siderat ions should be g;lven to identifying University wide 

"themes*' for development proJe6ts in a giy^n.year. There is some evidence 

^^-that this has already been done, atleast ^ninimally . In other words, the 

tie between University planning qnd the C and'PD should be strengthened. 

Cara should be taken, however, that reasonable flexibility remains; prd- 

* posals not directly addressing the theme (s) for a given year should\l^o 

• I ■ . ■ ■ ■ 

.be accepted for, review. Themes should be used to focus, but not limit, 
developmenl efforts. ( ^ 

5i - A number.of operating siiggestions are here offered for consideration: 
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A. the work of ^he faculty committee should ti^e written up In the 
form ^f guidelines and, dliStrlbUted to the faculty In a brochure 
(see Appendix B); ' . 

B. at le&st two, and preferably three / months should be aJlbwed' 
from the time a given round of competition is announced and 
the deadline date for receipt of proposals; . ' * 

C. to aid in. proposal writing, a proposal form (or outline) should 

• ' „* . „ - 

be prepared and circulated tp the faculty (see Appendix G); 

D. faculty should bb encouraged to consult with the Development 
Directqr during the proposal writing stage (NcJte: his role 
should be facilitative and techrHcal^ not judgm^f^l};^-^ 

E. faculty should be encouraged to. consult with oth^!^ on-^campus 1 
\ experts (e.g. , learning resource center personnel and edu- 

cational psychologists) for assistance in writing; 

6. The obligations of the grant recipients for evaluation of their projects 
should be clarified ajfid stated for eactt^phpject at the tim^ of the award. 
Obviously, not every project will require a^full:r:blo However, 
especially for the larger projects evaluation respohslMlltles and expectation^ 
should be plear. , 

7. ' The University should organize a vehicle for publicizing the results of 
funded projects both on- and off-campus .* Faculty erlgaged in development 
activities should be recognized for their efforts and other colleges and 
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universities would benefit from hearing of the St. John's expfejflence. 

P€^rhaps a newsletter edited by tl^ C\nd/PD Program Coordinator^ 4n ^ 

eonjtmction with the DevelopmenVG^ice , would be appropriated' 
' \. I I * * 

8. Fina^^ly / St. John's University should substantially increase i\ 

investment iK;th6 management and coordination of the C and PD Program., 

The current coorcm\ator has dohp. an excellent (even remarkable) job 

keeping the program opWating. As tKfe program extends into additional 

yearis Ta 20 percent commitmemsQf time will no longer be reasonable. 

An incr^se to 75 percent for next year afid^fu^ll-time fhe year following 

Is recomme^ided as a minimum. Further, the relationship of the 

coordinator to^t^ie policy and review committee and the Academic Vice 

President should be clearly stated. - 

St. John's Universify has succeeded in developing a program which 

should' prove extremely successful in both anticipating the future and 

xadju6ting to its demands. *^ In the coming decade the^Curriculum and 

Program Development program might weH^rove to be thej difference 

between -^cen^nce^^^^^a^^ between survival andX^e^ay. Your 

success with" this program may well aid other colleges in meeting the 

future, four responsibility for sharing your experience with them is plear 



Appendlx-A 



Documents Reviewed 



**A Plan for Systematic Curriculum and Program Development" 
(Proposal to the Ober Foundation). Dated March 3, 1973. 

"Systematic Curriculum and Program Development at Saint John's 
University: A Progress Report. Np date. \^ 

"Curriculum and Program Development Activities." No date. 

"Guidelines for Currlculunr and Program Development Programs . " 

A, memorandum from the Academic Vice. President , dated March 4, 1975 

"Additional C and PD^Fund Availability. " A memorandum from the. 
Academic Vice President; dated March 17, 1975. 

"An Evaluation Plan for Curriculum and Program Development at . 
. Saint'john's University." Nd date. ' 

•* Saint John ' s University 1973 Summer Planning Committee Report 
and Recommendations." Dated August 15, 1973. 

"The Saint John's Plan of Liberal Education. " Dated February, 1974. 
"Projects for the 1975-76 Year. " No date. 

Minutes of the meeting of the Academic Apparls Advisory Courlfcil, 
meetings 18 and 19, Apr^ 9 and 16, 1975. 

Summary statistic^ of the evaluation questionnaire. September, 1975. 

' 'Memorandutn from Fr. Michael Blecker, president. In response to. 
questions posed..by the evaluation team, dated Octpber 28., 1975. 



Interviews 



1. Michal Clarfe, C and PD Program. 

2. Lee Hanley, Development Director. 



3. All Hakam, International Administration Program. 

4. -S. Dun Stan Plant enbe.rg^, S. M^fyGrell, BllUe Reaney, 
Biology Laboratory Program 

5. James Krlle, Rural Ministry Program. 

6. . Fr. John Kules and Otmar Drekonja , German Vldeofape Project, 

7. Lynn Bryce, Manuscript Microfilm Project. 

8. Fr. Gunther Rolf son, Academic Vice President. 

9. Edward Henry, ViQe President for Development. \ 



Additional faculty and. staff were engaged in conversation about the C and PD 
at lunch on both days of the evaluation visit. ' - 
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1370 ADAMS AVENUE • COSTA MESA • CALIFORNIA 92626 



(714) 556-5606 



Dr. Michal C.Glark 
St. John's University 
Collegeville, MN 56321 

bear Dr. Clark: 



erJc 



I am.pleasefl to be able |Lo assist with your evaluation of the CD&P 
program^t ■ St . I^ohn' s University and was pleased to spend October 16 and 17 
on yoiir campus reviewing your programs. . . 

I have examined the materials you provided In addition to conducting . 
the elaborate Series of personal interviews whicn were arranged. 
Dr. Blecker^has responded with' a letter" setting lor,th his- perc^tion of 
the program, and I have now pulled these^ together into a summary report-^ 
of the visit ' • , v , • « * * 

'■#«•*■ 

The CD&P program has the potential for success. The start-up funding 
for programs now in process shows high possibilities of integration into' 
the curriculum. There seemed to be some ^vagueness on the part of the 
faculty^as to whether fundiqg would be continued in the future and some 
confusion as, to what the* specific guidelitVes for project development are. 
This is more a 'communications problem . than , a .real problem, as the inter- ^ 
•views seemed to indicate an administrative commitment to follow through 
with the .program and .to accommodaj:e ah increased funding level as the 
program grant diminishes. " • ; 

Below is a list of several specific^ suggestions which'may prove useful*: 

1, rhere is a need for clear and definitive guidelines which 
spell out proposal missions, objectives, and insure the 
potential of [Program success. 



4. 



Primary administrative responsibilities should h 
an authoritative administra-tor responsible for ai 
. the . program, A weakne^ss in the program at presei 
absence of definite rilsponsibil^ty for' its develi 

A statement of institutional commitment would pr^ 
to the faculty. ^ 

" . • ■ ■ ■ . . ■ " t 

Projects which have the earmarks of success and 
should be visibly reinforced with the intention 
in the regular program, 
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COSTA MESA 



&^tU WEST COLLEGE 
^HUNTINGTON BEACH 



Dr. Mlchal Clark 
November 12, 1975 
Page 2 



5. The Academic Affairs Council should come to agreement over what 
the guidelines are. My suggestion would be to support several 
types of projects — for example, FOCUS projects , experimental , 
developmental, and impact projects, each having a specific 

purpose in relation to the educational program. ' 

. ■ ■ ■ .^-t " ^ ' , ■ • 

6. Institutioival priorities should he articulated and projects 
submitted to be consistent with institutional goals. Both 
leadership and visibility , should Higlilight the program, as it 
has great potential for Institutional development. 

7. SeveySl pertinent comments on the program which emerged ^in the 
• .interviews are: . 

a. "People have good ideas but not necessarily the* competency 
to carry them through. They need assistance." 

b. "Not a faculty development program." 

c. "The CD&P program should focus on new ways of teaching," ^ 

* . ■ * . *, 

In summary, tKere was a. feeling expressed for the need for an articulated 

commitmetiit from top adn^lnlstration, guidelines which, are more clear, expression 

of institutional goals for tjie* program, establishment of primary responsiblH.ty 

for its adroinist.ration, and an increase in efforts at communication so that 

faculty understand the program and what is happening more clearly. 

• .,p.„,^^^Dt. Blecker noted repeatedly in his response a need for systematic 
impact in continuing to provide for individual differences an4^ creative 
adaptation jDf the educational program to student social needs. He noted that 
innovative and cxeative approaches are desirable and expressed commitm^ent to 
that end. * ^ ^ ' 

Overall the program has the earmarks of success. Lts strength is in the 
conceptual validity and In the -high Interest of the faculty in improving their 
instructional programs and in taking advantage of CD&P opportunities. The 
program should be continued, supported,* and reinforced and, over the long- run,, 
has the potential of making a significant contribution, to the improyeftiient of 
the instructional program at St. John's University. - \ 

If I can provide any additional assistance, please let me knoW. 

Sincerel 





BJL/bjo 



itard J. Luskin • 
fee Chancellor ^ 
Educational Planning and Development 
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1976-77, PROJECT APPLICATION .MATERlAl 
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, Contents: * - 

Memo Announcing Fund^^ng Cycle 
Guidelines f6r 1976-77 C & PD Ftjnding 
Grant Appl feat ion Form 
Suggestions for Completing Grsfnt Appl Icatlon Form 
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10: Al 1 Faculty 

FROM: Fr. Gunther Rolf son, O.S.B. . 
DATE: February 3, 1976- 7 
-RE: - - 1976-77 C &. PD Fund Availabil ity / 

Time has come again to consider C &.PD project funding for the next 
academic year. We will have approximately $70,000 aval lable to support / 
new projects. K you are Interested In proposing a project for funding, 
you must complete a C S PD Grant Appl Icat Ion .form and submit It to my 
office before March 10/ Application forms are available from my office 
or fr^m the C 6 PD Coordinator's offlce(S.L. 213-B). Although proposals 
should bf^ as.brief and to the point as possible, writers may pccasjonally 
need more space than provided on the appl Icat Ion form. You njay append pages 
as nece^ary for the ^rious" items . The attached ^ujdel Ines should be help^ 
f ul \to you In formulating your project. The guldel ines reflect several 
of the recommendations of the evaluiatlon team-^^|!rat visited the campus 
last fall to review our C 8 PD function and to help assure Its efficiency 
and viability. / , / . 

Tf you ai^e interested -In applying for C S PD funds, I urge you to talk 
with MIcha! Clark or Lee_ Hani 6y and make use of thei r ass Istance In com- 
pleting the application process. I -understand there/ are a number of . 
helpfuKguides for proposal writing aygllible: tp YQu In the Communications 
Office*. 

I encourage you to apply for these funds to support relevant projects 
^fJjCiterest to you. I appreciate your Interest in thl^ program in the 
past and r enthusiastlcal ly anticipate the beginning of another successful ^ 
year of C i PD projects. 

AW proposal^ will be presiented to the AAAC for cons.lderat ion soon after 
March 10 and we hipe to be able to announc*^ the awarding of C S PD Grants 



GUIDELmES FOR C & PD FUNDING -. 1976-77 

» ■■ ■ ■ * . •■ ■ 

■ » . ■ 

The essence of the C & PD Program Is to enable the university to respond to . 
new curriculum and program proposals as promptly ds possible. The program cart fund 
educational development proposals wH+ch aim to Improve ^CaoSfntc; qual I ty and/or to 
Increase productivity In the teach I rig-learn I ng^ process; Two maJjDr goals of the 
program are: 

\.) tp support Jiinovat I v6 or new programs which have potential promise 
for thA iffflverslty and v ^ 

£•) to encourage relevant and responsible experimentation In liberal , 
studies oriented education. 

F^or 1976-77 funding consideration the following specif Ic 'detal Is apply: 

1. A C S PD Grant Application form must be submitted to the Academic Vl^ 
Presl|jlent's Office by March 10, 1976. Completion of the application fVrm 
replaces the writing of a proposal. Application forms are available from" 
Fr. Gunther^s Off Ice-and from MlchalClark's Off lce(S.I. 213-B). 

2. Applicants are encouraged to read 'The Gultfe^fo^ Writing Proposals" avail- 
able from Lee Hanley In the Communications Off lQe(QlA9). Utllizatlonsqf 
the proposal preparation resourses available through the Communications 
0Tflce(QlA9) and the C S PD Coordinator's Of f lce(S.L.213^B) Is encouraged 
In complet lofPof the appl Icatlon forms. ^ ' ^ 

3. Projects may be supported by C S PD funds for 1,.2 or 3 years/ If you 
request mul tlplie year funding, youc.appl IcatTon form should describe first 
year activities In detai l an5 It should al so outflne second and third 
year budgets. ' > ^ ; , ^ 

k. Fupfylng decisions will be made by the Academic Affairs Advisory Council^ 
r The AAAC will select projects to be funded and^ill make decisions on 

the total funding for each funded project. . ^ , 

• - ■ ^ - • „ .' - . ^ ■ , ■ • ■ 

5. The Academic Vice President will annpunce the awarding of funds by mld-Aprll 

6. The /ol lowing criteria will be consldjBred by AAAO^t In reaching funding 

^isioriS'^^Tj 




/ a. The project must address some educational ly relevant rteed; 

"■^ ■ y- ' ■ ■ ■ ■ • ■ " ■ 

b. ) The project must be Innovative or experimental (it need not be so 
i!^"^ 'in an absolute sense, but It shQuld be a new step forward In the 

, proposed area on our campus. ) ; . , 

c. ) The project must be capable of becoming self-sustaining after 
( C S PD funding of it has term'Inared; 'v . 

d. ) Projects which relate to some aspect of .the UnlvS^rsityJs develop- 

ing liberal studies program win be given top priori ty; • 

e. ) Projects which t^contr I b'ute to systemmatlc development of a ^ 
- p^-oml sing/ program wll 1 be given priority; 



f J Application forms should be as specific as possible In describing 
the proposed project, its I mplemcn Ration and Its evaluation. 



The following Information Is relevant to your project's budget 



a. ) Facultv are paid $1,000 pec month for' summer wo HTrThls figure 

could be revised, but such revision would have to be made bv 
AAAC); , \ 

b. ) Other personnel are to be budgie tec| at current ratM; 

; * : ■ •■ ...... . r ^- ■ . ' '■ 

c. ) You should be realistic In your budgeting; ' 

d. ) Once AAAC has negotiated your total project budget, the project 

director can revise the budget; (remain Ing within the project total) 
to assur.e the most effective use of funds. 

If you have any questions about the C & PO Program and/or the application 
process, please contact MIchal Clark, the C & PD Coordinator (X 27^8. 
S.L. 213-B.) 



■\ 
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1. TITLE AND/OR SENTENCE DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL; 



lA. PROJECT DIRECTORS; 



2. BEING AS SPECIFIC AND .INCLUSIVE AS POSSIBLE, DESCRIBE THE BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT IN WHICH 
YOUR- PROPOSAL IS .MADE AND THE NEED(S) IT IS INTENDED TO ADDRESS. ^ , 




what' IS THE "STATE OF THE ART^' IN THE AREA ADDRESSED BY YOUR PROPOSED PROGRAJJ^ ARE "YOU 
AWARE OF SUCCESSES/FAILURES OF SIMILAR PROGRAMS ELSEWHERE? COULD WHAT *YOU>WPOSE 
BENEFIT FROM THE' EXPERIENCE OF SIMILAR PROGRAMS ELSEWHERE? 





6> 



ERIC 



h.. DEStRlpflON OF THE PROJECT: (Specify your goals or desired outcomes; 
•each important step in the procedure.) 



Detai 1 briefly y 



7 




■ 7 



v 




. I" 



■ ■ 
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-PI^ESENT STATUS OF THE PROGRAM OF..COURSF AFFECTEP 6Y THE PROPOSAL: (if coursjs Improvement.} 
describe present course? if new method of presentation, describe method ' In current use. 
How does cburse /elate to other courses and prograijiS'. '.; 




PLEASE LIST ALL UNIVERSITY DEPARTMENTS WHICH WOULD BE. AFFECTED" BY THIS PROJECT ANCl 
INDICATE THOSE WHICH HAVE BEEN CONSULTED- IN PREPARING' THIS APPLICATION. 



PLEASE LIST ANY ADDITIONAL COURSES, PROGRAMS, OR OTHER AaTlVITIES.AT SA1NT\J0HN'.S OR 
ELSEWHERE, WHICH MIGHT BENEFIT- FROM SUCCESSFUL IMPLEMENTATION OF . YOUR PROJEt^T. 



8. WHAT IMPROVEMENT IN /THE EDUCATIONAL PROCESS DO YOU EXPECT TO RESULT FROM THE PROJECT 
AT'SAINT JOHN'S UNIVERSITY OR IN HIGHER EDUCATION GENERALLY? ' 




9. HOW DO YOU PLAN TO EVALUATE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT? BE AS SPECIFIC 

AS. POSSIBLE IN Describing qualitative and quantitative evaluation and include <such factor 

Ai cost/benefit to the extent possible.,, forms to be used? INSIDEj OUTSIDE EVALUATIONS? 



10. WHAT IS YOUR, SPECIFIC PLAN FOR CONTINUED FUNDING FOR WHAT YOU PROPOSE AFT^R C & PD 
FUNDING IS TERMINATED? 



11. ARE THERE ANY HUMAN/PHYSICAL RESOURCE FACTORS WHICH. WOULD MAKE APPROVAL OF THIS PROPOSAL 
, PARTICULARLY TIMELY THIS YEAR?- *. ■ , ' 



♦ / 

MOTE: You may append any materials whfch might be helpful In explaining or Justifying your | 
project or complete your response to any of the preceding 'quest Ions on addittonaj pagers 



ERIC 



MS necessary. 
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8. WHAT IMPROVEMENT IN THE EDUCATIONAL PROCESS 00 YQU EXPECT TO RESULT FROM THE PROJECT 
; AT SAINT JOHN'S UNIVERSITY OR IN HIGHER EDUCATION GENERALLY?" 



^. HOW DO YOU PLAN TO EVALUATE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE J>ROPOSeD f»ROJECT? BE AS SPECIFIC 

AS POSSIBLE IN DESCRIBING QUALITATIVE AND QUANTITATIVE EVALUATION AND INCLUDE SUCH FACTOR? 
AS COST/BENEFIT TO THE EXTENT POSS I BLE. FORMS TO BE USED? INSIDE, OUTSIDE EVALUATIONS? 



lO: WHAT IS YOUR. SPECIFIC PL/^N FOR CONTINUED FUNDING FOR WHAT YOU PROPOSE AFTER C 6 PD 
FUNDING IS TE.RM1NATED? 



\ 



"J 



il. ARE THERE ANY 'HUMAN/PH'?S I CAL RESOURCE FACTORS WHICH WOULff MAKE APPROVAL OFv TH I S PROPOSAL 
V PARTICULARLY .TIMELY THIS YEAR?. ^ ^ . 



ItoTE^ 

ERIC 



You may append any materials which might be helpful fn explaining or Justifying your 
project or compel ete your response to any ofthe preceding questions on additional pages 
as riecessary* rj f\ 

. ■ « 



12. BRIEF ABITPACT OF PROPOSAL: t 



^fffce use only: 

ReCt 

Considered 

Funded Amount 



Not Funded 

Recons fdered 



13. APPLICANT (S) : (Name / Pos 1 1 Ion , Department or Un 1 1 ) 1^. 



NUMBER Of YEARS C & PD 
FUNDING REQUESTED ; 



15. REQUESTED BUDGET(Appertd necessary detail) (NOTE: If multlyear projectv^subml t a 

/ requested budget for e^h year.) 



% of Period (dates) Requested ^MatchJng 

time" of project work Amount Fuhds* 



(Leave Bl 



A. Salaries 
Lay-Faculty 
OSB-Faculty 
Secretarial 
Student 
Other 




B. Consultants 

t * * 

C* Travel " ' 
D. Office Expenses (Itemize if large) 
Equipment (i temize) • ^ 
Lab or A-v' material (i temize) 
Other (specify) 




E. 
F. 

H. 



Total Budget . ■ ' — . 

^Matching funds are monies available^ in your department 
will use to supplement C & PD monies for completlM thisproject 



ent budget j(or~~et5ewthete) which yoti 



16. ' HAS THE C & PD PROGRAM SUPPORTED THIS OR RELATED PROJECTS IN THE PAST (if yes, T^entM 
the projeet(s) and idlcate w^en i t was supported) JES_ NO > 



17. DURATION OF PROJECT: 



FROM 




ERIC 



18. SUBMITTED BY: (individual to.contact with questions) 



I9> FUNDING RECOMMENDATION 
YES \ 
NO 



YES 
NO" 



YES 
NO ' 



orm 60123 



NAME, (print or type) 



NAME (p/i rvt^ or type) 



NAME /(print oivtyp'e) 



Department Head 



AAAC Committee 



Signature 



Date 



Academic Vice 

President. Signature 



Date 
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The fanpwing corments arV intended to cla/if^y the C 6 PD Prograr Grant 
sappUcatlon form. These are merely suggestions, but we hopfe they will , 
answfe<: many of your questions about completing the-£arm.__The com^^ 
numbered the same as the items dn the form. While your completed application 
form(propbsal ) should be as brief, concise and- specific as possible, you 
may append any materials or Information which wlYtx^ot fit in the-spaice pro- 
vided orfc^the form. 




i; Give $ short title to you r^ project- -The title should be descriptive ^ 
of what you are doing'. It wM 1 be Used as a, brief identif ier for your 
project. If you wish, you may also wrlte-^ one sentence descr Ipt ion of 
/your project here. ^ • "4^ / \\ 

2. . A project whlcfr is to be successful shduTT^a^ need. Identify 

the need (s) -especial ly ^ose/relevant to ar^. academic prog ranT^yl^h In the 
university — which your prjs^am addresses . v 

■ / . 

3. Mo$t proposed pro^e^cts deal Wth developing a new prograiy or Innovation 
within the^gniversity. Frequently, tHe project's implement, refine ox 
further develop a program here whjch has been patterned after or adapted 
from programs elsewhere. Identify, and describe what you know about pro- 
gran\s similar tqthe one you are. propos I ng . If you need help In finding 
'Teference-to other V/ograrns , /.pi ease consult the C & PD Coordinator's 
office, the Commun lotions Of f ice and/pr the Library. 

k. DescribjB what you Intend, to do; Be as specific as you can. 

5. IdenT^^ activities or programs currently operating which your program 
would change, Improve upon, etc. Relate your proposed project to what 

is currently being done. ^ . 

6. & 7. Indentify any programs* departments, courses, etc. which would be 

affected or helped by your proposed project. Be sure and indicate which 
of these programs, departments^, etc. which have b^en contacted in preparing 
this application. \^ . 

8. Describe the benefits to the UKiversity which will result from the iniplement 
at Ion of your project. . 

\ ^' " . ' - . • • ; ' • ■ 

9. Describe how you intend to evaluate your project. 

lb. A requirement for C S PD funding Is that the projects should be aBle to 
become self-sustaining after C e PD funding has been completed. Describe 
how youK project could become -sel f-susta ining . Any budgeted departmental 
\^ matching funds ^il 1 be viewed as a commitment to making the project self- 
-sustaining. 



11. Frequently^, a particular set of-^fnctors mnkc It more desirable to. fund n certain 
project at a specific time. Describe'any such fnctors which might nc^ke it, 
particularly desirable to fund your project for next year. . 

12. *SummarJze your proposed project. This summary must take only the space , ^ 
prov ided. . ' 

13. Indicate the project director who will be the contact person for the project* 
list ahy other faculty participants in the project. 

1^. C £ PD funding may be requested for up to three years. ->1ndl(^ate the number 
of years of funding you are requesting for your project." Note that a 
separate budget must be filled out for each year in a multiVear project. 
Al so, for a mul tlyear project, your proposal shoujd clearly^ Indicate what, 
will be completed in each year of the project. ^ 

15. Fiir in your project budget. For of time" Indicate the percent of time 
that personnel will be working on the project during the peV^pds indicated.- 
In the Matching Funds column, Indicate any departmental , other^jrant or 

y other supplerrentary funds which will be used to support your project. Be 
^ — -^^ sure td Indicate the source of any matching funds. There is no matching 
requirement for C £ PD project funds. However, availability of any 
matching funds is a good indicator of coinmltment to the project. If you 
have ^questions on your budget contact ^I ther Michal Clark of Lee Hanley. 

16. 5 !?• Answer the questions asked. \ 

18. Indicate who should be contacted In the event any questions arise concerning' 
your proposal. Thisperson wl 1 1 . probably be the project director as 
indicated In item 1A, but l,t does not have to be,. ' ] 

19. You sould have your proposal signed by your department chairperson.. That, 
" signature and his/her recommendation are requ I red i f any departmental 

funds are used for matching. Proposals which are not approved by the 
department head have a Jower probability of being funded. 

The AAAC Committee's and the Academic Vice P res i dent * s recommendat i ens 
' wM 1 be made as a part of the proposal review process. iSo, leave those . 
spaces bl ank. 

Once you have completed the appil Icat ion form, submit one copy of the form 

along wjth any materials that you append to the Academic Vice President. It 

V V ■ * . 

Is a;dvi sable for you to keep a copy of your proposal. If you have any questions, 

• ■ ^ 

\cpntact the C i PP Coordinator and/or the Communications Office. 

^"-^ » ■ . ' . ■ * 



73 



